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ABSTRACT 


The thesis develops a FY 95 manday rate for a Shore Intermediate Maintenance 
Activity (SIMA) using Department of Defense Financial Management Regulations (DoD 
FMR) for Defense Business Operations Fund (DBOF) Operations in support of Regional 
Maintenance goals. The manday rate calculated, $694.64, is compared with Naval Shipyard 
(NSY) composite manday rates for FY 95. The NSY manday rates ranged from a high of 
$661.80 to a low of $408.83 with an average of $513.35. The comparison is of the costs 
associated with levels of effort, without adjustments for differing productivities or 
efficiencies. Some deviations from DoD FMR and adjustments to NSY manday rates were 
required in order to make SIMA and NSY manday rates directly comparable. The thesis also 
shows that the majority of the costs associated with the operation of a SIMA are fixed: 
$76,324,797 of the $116,288,974 in total operating costs were fixed costs. Of the 
$39,964,177 identified as variable costs, $36,255,321 are unavoidable cost— the costs of 
materials and services to complete necessary repairs or maintenance which would be incurred 
by the Navy regardless of where the work was performed. The fixed cost nature of operating 
a SIMA contributes to the higher manday rate. Computations using hourly labor costs for 
production efforts resulted in a manday rate of $572.15 and identified $14,922,797 as the 
cost of maintaining a fixed production labor force. Using hourly labor costs for support 


efforts should provide additional reductions in the manday rate. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 


A. BACKGROUND 

The Department of the Navy is currently implementing a significant change 
in its maintenance organizations and procedures in the hope of achieving more 
efficient and effective support of fleet units. The underlying assumption leading to 
this change is that there are inefficiencies and redundancies in the existing mainten- 
ance infrastructure. This change, known as the Regional Maintenance Initiative, will 
reduce the maintenance infrastructure and retain only the most effective and efficient 
elements. These elements will be combined into a consolidated regional maintenance 
center (RMC). These RMCs will consist of military and civilian personnel capable 
of performing maintenance on surface ships, submarines, and aircraft. RMCs will 
consist of elements from depot level maintenance activities (Naval Shipyards (NSYs) 
and Naval Aviation Depots (NADEPS)) and Intermediate Maintenance Activities 
(IMAs) for ship, submarine and air communities. 

The concept behind Regional Maintenance is to streamline the maintenance 
process and reduce the maintenance infrastructure and its associated costs to the 
Department of the Navy. The ultimate goals of Regional Maintenance are to: 


l. Reduce infrastructure to an efficient level appropriate for the current 
force structure; 


Z. Provide the customer a single, accessible, accountable provider of 
maintenance; and 


3, Produce savings from consolidations and co-locations of infrastructure 
and capabilities. : 


These are the major goals. There are many ancillary objectives not addressed here 


which do not conflict with the objectives of this study. 





A concern for these proposed regional activities is the method of funding. 
Currently depot activities are operated through the Defense Business Operations Fund 
(DBOF) and IMAs are mission funded through direct appropriations. The consolida- 
tion of accounting procedures and funding sources into a single approach for all 
activity types could greatly simplify the RMCs’ efforts in managing resources 
efficiently and effectively. 

The process of implementing Regional Maintenance is to combine a collection 
of dissimilar activities into a single organization for each region. Duplicative and 
redundant maintenance facilities and capabilities will be systematically streamlined, 
allowing the RMC to retain only the most efficient, effective elements of each 
organization at the appropriate capacity level. These RMCs will be centrally located 
among all Naval assets in the region. A central premise to Regional Maintenance is 
that the transportation of equipment and/or maintenance workers is less expensive 
than the costs of the infrastructure necessary for maintaining the capability at all 
current locations. An RMC will consist of one industrial facility, composed of 
military and civilian personnel, which performs the maintenance activities common 
to all platforms. Each type of craft will have organizations capable of platform- 
specific maintenance, manned mostly by military personnel, located in the immediate 
area of those units. This will eliminate the costs of maintaining redundant capabilities 
in the same area and place all maintenance activities under a single command 
organization. 

Associated with these efforts to establish RMCs is the need to identify the true 
costs of operating IMAs. Because IMAs are mission funded, there are the "hidden" 
costs of performing maintenance which need to be identified in order to provide 
decision makers with all relevant cost information. Additionally, in order to 


determine the most efficient and effective activities, it would be necessary to 





implement a system, such as activity based cost accounting, which would allow direct 
comparison of the costs of performing similar maintenance actions at different 


activities. 


B. OBJECTIVES 

The objective of the thesis is to provide a composite manday rate for an IMA 
which is directly comparable to NSY DBOF composite manday rates. In the process 
of completing this, the true operating costs of an IMA will be determined, thus 
exposing the "hidden" costs of operating a mission funded activity. Additionally, an 
estimate of the cost of maintaining a fixed production labor force is calculated. This 
thesis should also provide a framework for computing the full cost recovery manday 


rates of other IMAs. 


C. RESEARCH QUESTION 

The primary research question is this: If Surface Ship Shore Intermediate 
Maintenance Activities were included in the Defense Business Operations Fund, what 
would the full cost recovery manday rates likely be? Subsidiary research questions 


include the following: 


° What are the true costs of operating a Shore Intermediate Maintenance 
Activity? 

° Do Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activities cost more or less than 
Naval Shipyards? 

° Is Activity Based Costing a viable method for computing the costs of 


a Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity? 


D. SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS 
This thesis will provide a fiscal year 1995 composite manday rate for Shore 
Intermediate Maintenance Activity San Diego which is directly comparable to Naval 


Shipyard manday rates, adjusted for differences in direct labor cost inclusions. This 
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manday rate will include all internal costs (SIMA San Diego’s mission funding and 
military labor costs) as well as the obvious large external support costs (fire 
protection, security and personnel services). 

There are several limitations to the scope and, therefore, the accuracy of the 
estimated manday rate calculated for SIMA San Diego. The most significant limita- 
tion is that this study represents one data point for one fiscal year. IMAs have 
different characteristics and therefore making a generalization from this study is 
limited in its application. 

The sheer size of this project requires several limitations in order for it to be 
completed in a timely manner. These limitations derive from several assumptions that 
certain external support costs may be excluded because they would have an insignifi- 
cant effect on the results of this study. Additional significant limitations on the 
estimate of the composite manday rate calculation are imposed due to the exclusion 
of labor costs for Temporary Additional Duty (TAD) personnel and Naval Reserve 
personnel. These personnel, while providing support and production efforts to SIMA 
San Diego, are assumed to be insignificant in their overall contribution. These issues 


and several others are addressed more fully in Chapter I. 


E. METHODOLOGY 

In order to make meaningful comparisons between these differing activities it 
is necessary to measure the manday costs using the same guidelines. Comparing 
activities which use different accounting procedures and financial constraints under 
a single set of guidelines requires the selection of a suitable framework. Because 
DBOF theoretically operates on a full cost recovery basis, its regulations and 
guidelines should capture all costs. Additionally, because NSYs are already members 
of DBOF, only SIMA manday rates need be calculated to be able to make a direct 


comparison. It was for these reasons DBOF regulations were chosen for this study. 





The methodology used is primarily archival research of fiscal year 1995 SIMA 
San Diego records, interviews of personnel knowledgeable in the areas of DBOF 
and/or SIMA operations and a review of relevant regulations and instructions 
pertaining to DBOF and/or SIMA operations. All of the productivity data for SIMA 
San Diego was extracted from the Maintenance Resource Management System 
(MRMS) data base. Other sources of data include the personnel involved in the 
management of funds for the external costs which were identified in this study. All 
sources of financial data are found in the FY 95 records of the activities included in 
this study. 

SIMA San Francisco was visited by the researcher to gain a general 
understanding of SIMA internal financial and production operations. This activity 
was not included as part of this thesis due to its impending closure (Spring 1996) and 


the time limitations placed on the study. 


F. ORGANIZATION OF STUDY 

The thesis is divided into four chapters and four appendices presented as 
follows: 

Chapter I: INTRODUCTION 

Chapter II: BACKGROUND 

This chapter provides a summary of the differences between DBOF and 
mission funded maintenance activities. Emphasis is placed on the differences in the 
workforce (civilian versus military) and in the funding process (DBOF versus mission 
funding). Additional information is provided regarding the differing missions of the 
organizations and on the Regional Maintenance Initiative and its implementation. 

Chapter IT: METHODOLOGY AND DATA 

Chapter III presents the data used in the thesis, the methodology used to collect 


and collate the data and all assumptions regarding the data collected and its 








processing. A summary of the assumptions made for the purposes of this study and 
the potential impact on the calculated manday rate is provided. 

Chapter IV: ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The final calculation of SIMA San Diego’s composite manday rate and its 
comparison with FY 95 NSY composite manday rates is presented in Chapter IV. 
Additionally, a discussion regarding the viability of the use of Activity Based Costing 
at an IMA and the significant reasons for the difference between NSY and SIMA San 
Diego manday rates are provided. 

Appendix A: SIMA SAN DIEGO MANNING AND LABOR COSTS 

This appendix provides the manning and labor costs for each organizational 
unit listed in the SIMA San Diego Activity Manning Document. The manning levels 
and associated labor costs are calculated using active duty billets authorized and 
standard composite military pay rates for military labor, with civilian labor costs 
calculated using the pay scales (and steps) used by SIMA San Diego for budgeting 
purposes and the labor acceleration rate used by Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Appendix B: MRMS DEFINITIONS 

Appendix B provides the definitions for the different categories of hours and 
productivity ratios addressed in this study. The formulas used for the productivity 
ratios are also provided. 

Appendix C: CALCULATION OF MANDAY RATES WITH DIRECT 
ALLOCATION OF SHOP SUPPORT LABOR COSTS 

Appendix C presents the calculation of manday rates with the labor support 
costs for each shop being included in the shops’ labor costs rather than in the indirect 
overhead pool. This removes any bias in the individual shop manday rates caused by 


using the percentage of production personnel to determine the direct labor costs of 








each shop. The composite manday rate remains unchanged because costs are being 


moved from the overhead pool to the direct labor category. 











Il. BACKGROUND 


The Department of the Navy is currently implementing a significant change 
in its maintenance organizations and procedures in the hope of achieving more 
efficient and effective support of fleet units. The underlying assumption leading up 
to this change is that there are inefficiencies and redundancies in the existing 
maintenance infrastructure. This change, known as the Regional Maintenance 
Initiative, will reduce the maintenance infrastructure and retain only the most 
effective and efficient elements, which will be combined into a consolidated regional 
maintenance center (RMC). This RMC will consist of military and civilian personnel 
capable of performing maintenance on surface ships, submarines, and aircraft. The 
circumstances which created the need for this change and a conceptual framework for 


Regional Maintenance are provided in this chapter. 


A. BACKGROUND 

The current collection of Navy maintenance facilities consists of more than six 
different types of activities for aircraft, submarines and ships. Each type of activity 
is controlled by different commands, and, among them, are funded in at least two 
different ways. These activities are also categorized into two types, depot and 
intermediate level maintenance. In general, depot level facilities are controlled by the 
cognizant Systems Command and are funded through the Defense Business Opera- 
tions Fund (DBOF). On the other hand, intermediate maintenance activities (IMAs) 
are mission funded through appropriated money and are controlled by the cognizant 
Type Commander. Table 1 provides examples of the activity types, maintenance 
level, funding, and the controlling authority. The major differences between the 


maintenance facilities are discussed below. 




















ACTIVITY LEVEL FUNDING CONTROLLLING AUTHORITY 
AL YARD OT 


NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT DEPOT DBOF NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND 

(NADEP) 

AVIATION INTERMEDIATE INTERMEDIATE | APPROPRIATED | COMMANDER, NAVAL AIR FORCES 
MAINTENANCE ATLANTIC/PACIFIC FLEET 
DEPARTMENT (AIMD) 

INTERMEDIATE INTERMEDIATE | APPROPRIATED 

MAINTENANCE FACILITY 

(IMF) 

SHORE INTERMEDIATE INTERMEDIATE | APPROPRIATED 

MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY 

(SIMA) 

TRIDENT REFIT FACILITY INTERMEDIATE | APPROPRIATED | COMMANDER, NAVAL SUBMARINE 
(TRF) FORCES ATLANATIC/PACIFIC FLEET 


Table 1. Examples of Maintenance Activities 

























COMMANDER, NAVAL SUBMARINE 
FORCES ATLANTIC/PACIFIC FLEET 













COMMANDER, NAVAL SURFACE 
FORCES ATLANTIC/PACIFIC FLEET 


1. Differing Missions 

There is a significant difference in the scope of the different facility missions. 
Both depot and intermediate level activities are charged with completing repairs and 
maintenance for fleet units. However, IMAs are also charged with providing 
technically intensive training and experience to sailors during their tour of duty at the 
IMA. After a sailor has completed a shore duty at an IMA, he or she will return to a 
fleet unit a more skilled and experienced worker and will increase the self-sufficiency 
and readiness of the unit. This difference in missions affects both the workforce 
composition and the capabilities of the organizations. 

Be: Workforce Composition 

There are several differences resulting from the dissimilarities in the manning 
between IMAs and NSYs. The composition of the work force directly affects the 
labor costs of the organization and, because of the differing skill levels, its 
capabilities. This section will address the differences in the workforce composition 


and their effects on the organization’s capabilities and costs. 
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The most visible difference between depot and intermediate facilities is the 
composition of the workforce. Depot level activities are mostly federal civilian 
employees, with military personnel serving in administrative and supervisory roles. 
These civilian workers are generally long term employees who have performed the 
same jobs for several years. This large experience base allows the depot activities to 
perform the more complex and systemic maintenance and repairs. Intermediate 
maintenance activities are manned mostly by military personnel, with civilians 
performing some administrative and support functions. Sailors generally serve two 
to three years at an IMA before returning to duty in a ship or aircraft squadron. The 
constant, planned turnover of personnel at military activities prevents the retention of 
as broad an experience base as the depot levels are able to maintain. Intermediate 
activities are also much smaller organizations with manning levels far below depot 
activities.' Military personnel are also subject to general military training (GMT) 
requirements which are not required of civilian NSY personnel. These GMT 
requirements reduce the productive hours available per person at an IMA.2 An 
additional difference caused by the civilian versus military manning is the ready 
manpower pool provided by an IMA. An IMA can be drawn on by an operational 
unit to temporarily replace critical personnel needed to fulfill its mission. For 
example, ifa sailor responsible for gun maintenance and repairs on a ship scheduled 


to conduct a gunnery exercise is unable to perform his duties due to injury, a sailor 


'For example, SIMA San Francisco has approximately 300 personnel assigned and 
SIMA San Diego has approximately 2,400 personnel. Contrast this with Long Beach NSY 
with 4,200 civilians, Puget Sound NSY with 10,000, and Norfolk NSY with 7,000 civilian 
employees. 


*SIMA San Diego recently identified as many as 60 hours of annual required training 
per production person. 
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from an IMA can temporarily replace him ensuring the ship will be able to complete 
its assigned mission. A civilian employee would not be able to replace a sailor. 

The difference in the nature of the labor costs between the two organizations 
has the largest effect on the cost of labor. Because military personnel receive the 
Same amount of pay each pay period regardless of the amount of work performed, 
they are, in affect, salaried employees. For SIMA San Diego this means the labor 
costs are fixed, with variations resulting only from changes in authorized billets. 
Short term changes in scheduled work load do not affect the IMA manning levels. 
Shipyard civilian employees at the production level are not salaried employees and 
are paid on an hourly basis. This hourly basis provides overtime, night and weekend 
pay incentives which increase the costs of shipyard labor. Additionally, a NSY can 
adjust the number of employees, within limits, to the amount necessary for the 
scheduled work load. Shipyard labor costs can easily vary. 

The skill and proficiency levels of workers at a Naval shipyard are generally 
considered to be higher than those of a SIMA worker. This difference arises mainly 
from SIMA fulfilling its mission of providing meaningful shore duty for fleet sailors 
and improving their skill levels. A shipyard worker starts as an apprentice and works 
his/her way up through the skill levels over the entire time of employment. A sailor 
typically returns to the fleet from a SIMA after two to three years of duty at the 
apprentice or journeyman level. His/her ability to improve beyond the attained skill 
level would most likely require a second or third shore tour at SIMA. This disparity 
in skill levels is reduced or accounted for by the nature of work performed at these 
different organizations.’ The shipyard generally completes more complex, depot level 


repairs while SIMAs perform more routine, intermediate maintenance actions. 


?Or, conversely, the Navy maintains the skill levels of SIMA sailors at the level 
necessary to perform the work assigned and maintains the professional ship-yard workers to 
perform the more complex repairs necessary. 
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The distinction between depot and intermediate level maintenance is based on 
the complexity of the work. Depot level work is more complex in nature and requires 
a larger, more skilled workforce to complete. Intermediate maintenance is more 
routine and less complex in nature and therefore requires a skill level somewhat lower 
than that required for depot level.* The lower manning levels along with the hi gh 
turnover of personnel at an IMA often preclude the IMA from performing the 
complex, depot level work. 

3. Funding Sources and Procedures 

The different funding procedures for these activities probably create the largest 
barrier to implementing the Regional Maintenance Initiative. This funding difference 
has created the perception among the customers that the cost of work completed at an 
intermediate activity is substantially less expensive than similar work completed at 
a depot activity. This misperception is a result of the nature of the different systems. 
Depot level activities, which are members of the DBOF, charge their customers for 
work while intermediate activities, which are mission funded, do not. 

a. Defense Business Operations Fund Activities 
The Defense Business Operations Fund is a revolving fund which 
provides the necessary capital required for its members to perform their work. The 


Fund requires its members to charge customers? for services, with the goal of 


“For example, an intermediate facility might be asked to repair a piece of equipment 
with a known or suspected problem. Depot level facilities also repair equipment with known 
or suspected problems but also open and inspect fully operational equipment for problems 
and then repair as necessary (basically, inspect the equipment and perform an overhaul if 
there are indications of potential problems). Additionally, depot level maintenance is often 
performed at the system level while intermediate maintenance is usually performed at the 
equipment level. 


*Customers are the fleet commanders (i.e., Commander-In-Chief Atlantic/Pacific 
Fleet). 
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a net operating result of zero (breaking even) for the fiscal year. A rate is calculated 
to recover all expected costs of operating based on the predicted workload. This 
manday rate is composed of all direct labor (civilian and military®), production 
overhead and general and administrative costs (i.e., administration and base support).’ 
It does not include costs which would be directly attributable to a specific contract 
(i.e., repair parts or crane services). These costs are charged to the customer in 
addition to the manday rate. The revenues collected from the customers are returned 
to the DBOF in order to provide capital for future work. This requirement to charge 
customers is an incentive to the management of these activities to strive to reduce 
costs. It is forced to compete with other activities (civilian and military) based on its 
prices, so it must ensure its costs are as low as possible if it is to continue receiving 
work. It is also an incentive for the customers to be realistic in their requirements. 
Because the customer is being charged for services, it will be more discriminating in 
the services it requests— only the maintenance which actually needs to be 
accomplished will be done and the nice-to-haves will be reduced. 

b. Appropriation Funded Activities 

Activities which are mission funded through appropriated money 


IMAs) do not charge customers for services® but do receive their operating budgets 
g p £ s 


SDBOF activities pay the Military Personnel (Navy) Account for the labor services 
of military personnel assigned. 


"Base support costs include fire department, police, personnel support, libraries, etc. 
If the DBOF activity is a tenant, its share of the costs of these items are paid to the host 
command on a reimbursable basis. 


8SIMA San Diego occasionally performs services for local shore commands, for 
which it is reimbursed, and foreign navy ships. This reimbursement from local shore 
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from their customers. The reader may well believe there is not a difference between 
paying an activity a full cost recovery rate and providing an activity with the funds 
to operate. This is not the case because of the "hidden" costs associated with the 
operation of an IMA. The appropriated activity’s budget pays only for direct costs 
(repair parts, crane services, etc,) and the overhead items (utilities, civilian labor, etc.) 
required to operate. Military salaries and base support (fire department, property 
maintenance, police protection, etc.) costs— the "hidden" costs— are not included in 
the activity’s budget. Labor costs are paid from the Military Personnel (Navy) 
Account. Base support services are generally provided by the host base at no charge 
to the tenant command. In effect, the customer is only partially funding the cost of 
the maintenance, with the remaining costs being paid by other Navy organizations. 
In summary, the different funding methods for maintenance activities 
creates a misperception as to their costs. Because the customer pays a full cost 
recovery rate to depot activities and only partially funds IMAs, maintenance 
performed by IMAs appears, to the customer, less expensive than similar maintenance 
at a depot activity. Ultimately, however, the Department of the Navy pays for all of 
the costs of maintenance, regardless of where it is performed. It is this different 
measurement of costs which creates difficulties for implementing Regional 
Maintenance. In order to retain only the most efficient and effective elements of the 
maintenance infrastructure, it is required to know the true operating costs of all 


activities under the same measurement. 


commands consists of material costs only with no operating or labor costs factored in. 
Foreign Military Sales (FMS) reimbursement rates are set and collected by the Defense 
Finance And Accounting Service (DFAS). 
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4. Infrastructure 

The current drawdown in force structure has created an excess capacity in 
maintenance infrastructure. While much of the excess infrastructure is being 
addressed through the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) program (e.g., the 
closure of Long Beach Naval Shipyard), there are still areas where excess capacity 
and redundancies exist. Much of this is a result of the different communities which 
exist within the Navy: the surface, submarine, and air communities. The different 
community-specific mainten-ance needs have produced numerous redundancies at 
similar facilities. 

Many of these facilities are located in the same geographic area and provide 
similar services for their customers. For example, in the San Diego, California area 
there is a Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity (SIMA) at the 32" Street Naval 
Station, an Air Intermediate Maintenance Department (AIMD) and a Naval Air Depot 
(NADEP) at the North Island Naval Air Station (NAS) and an AIMD at NAS 
Miramar. Each of these activities performs maintenance on numerous common items, 
such as gas turbine engines, electronic equipment, and structural components. All of 
these facilities are within 30 miles of each other and all bear the costs of maintaining 
the infrastructure to perform almost identical work. While there are differences in the 
specific equipments which are repaired and/or the procedures used, they are generally 


minor differences and could be overcome with little additional training or costs. 


B. THE REGIONAL MAINTENANCE INITIATIVE 

1. Concept and Goals 

The concept behind Regional Maintenance is to streamline the maintenance 
process and reduce the maintenance infrastructure and its associated costs to the 
Department of the Navy. The underlying premise is that there are excess capacity and 


inefficiencies in the current system as a result of the force drawdown and the 
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redundancies created by the different communities each having their own proprietary 
facilities. The ultimate goals of Regional Maintenance are to 


L. Reduce infrastructure to an efficient level appropriate for the current 
force structure; 


2; Provide the customer a single, accessible, accountable provider of 
maintenance; and 


3. Produce savings from consolidations and co-locations of infrastructure 
and capabilities. 

These are the major goals. There are many ancillary objectives not addressed here 
which are not relevant to this study and do not conflict with its objectives. 

2. The Regional Maintenance Implementation Process 

The process of implementing Regional Maintenance is to combine this 
collection of dissimilar activities into a single organization for each of the eight 
designated regional areas.’ Duplicative and redundant maintenance facilities and 
capabilities will be systematically streamlined, allowing the RMC to retain only the 
most efficient, effective elements of each organization (be it from a SIMA, AIMD, 
NADEP, or NSY) at the appropriate capacity level. These RMCs will be centrally 
located among all Naval assets in the region. Maintenance consolidation also 
includes Marine Corps maintenance requirements and facilities where commonalities 
exist. A central premise to Regional Maintenance is that the transportation of 
equipment and/or maintenance workers is less expensive than the costs of the infra- 
structure necessary for maintaining the capability at all current locations. An RMC 


will consist of these elements consolidated into one industrial facility, staffed by 


*The eight regional areas are: Northeast, Mid Atlantic, Southeast, Ingleside, Hawaii, 
Southwest, Northwest, and WESTPAC (Japan). 
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military and civilian personnel, which performs the maintenance activities common 
to all platforms. Each type of craft will have organizations capable of platform- 
specific maintenance, manned mostly by military personnel, located near them. This 
will eliminate the costs of maintaining redundant capabilities in the same area and 
place all maintenance activities under a single command organization. 

In theory, the NADEP at NAS North Island could be the only facility in the 
San Diego area which performs maintenance on, for example, gas turbine engines. 
This would involve the current civilian workers, military personnel from the AIMDs 
at North Island and Miramar and the military personnel from the SIMA at the Naval 
Station all being located at the NADEP. The costs of maintaining the infrastructure 
at three locations and administering these locations will be saved. 

3. Reinvention Laboratory 

Recently, the Secretary of the Navy designated the Regional Maintenance 
program as a National Performance Review Reinvention Laboratory. This was 
intended to facilitate the building of "a coordinated and user friendly maintenance 
system at low cost to the operating forces". (SECNAV Memo to CNO, 13 OCT 95) 
This designation allows the implementors of regional maintenance to be free from 
compliance with existing regulations (excluding statutory laws and Department of 
Defense Regulations) in their efforts to consolidate these diverse activities. That is, 
existing regulations will not be a deterrent for the development of new ideas or 
concepts relating to the implementation of Regional Maintenance. 

4, Progress 

The first activities to be consolidated into RMCs are the surface ship mainten- 
ance facilities. These facilities are, for the most part, Naval Shipyards (NSYs) and 
Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activities (SIMAs). There are currently two pilot 


programs being conducted: one in the Mid-Atlantic Region and one in the Northwest 
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Region. These pilots consist of consolidating single elements (such as a motor rewind 
or pump repair shop) of a SIMA with the NSY activity. Further consolidations will 
be made based on the results of these programs. 

Associated with these efforts to establish RMCs is the need to identify the true 
costs of operating IMAs. Because IMAs are mission funded, there are the "hidden" 
costs of performing maintenance which need to be identified in order to provide 
decision makers with all relevant cost information. Additionally, in order to deter- 
mine the most efficient and effective activities, it would be necessary to implement 
a system, such as activity based cost accounting, which would allow direct 
comparison of the costs of performing similar maintenance actions at different 
activities. Recently there have been several Naval Audit Service studies conducted 
to determine the costs of IMAs. The methodology of these studies differs from the 
regulations which are used to compute manday rates for NSYs.!° Table 2 provides 
the results of some of these Naval Audit Service studies and the FY 95 NSY budgeted 
composite manday rates. The rates listed are the highest, median and lowest rates 
reported. As can be seen by these rates, the intermediate facilities costs appear 


significantly lower than the depot level costs. 


The Naval Audit Service studies included only the operating budgets for the SIMAs 
and did not include base support items other than those already in the operating budget on 
a reimbursable basis (they did include the labor costs but did not include any of the other 
"hidden" costs). Additionally, the calculation of the number of direct production hours (the 
denominator in computing the manday rate) differs from the methods used to determine NSY 
manday rates. 
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Pearl Harbor NSY $774.76 
SIMA Little Creek $244.00 


SIMA Norfolk $284.00 
SIMA Portsmouth $306.00 


Table 2. Selected NSY and SIMA Manday Rates 





In order to make meaningful comparisons between these differing activities it 
is necessary to measure the manday costs using the same guidelines. Comparing 
activities which use different accounting procedures and financial constraints under 
a single set of guidelines requires the selection of a suitable framework. Because 
DBOF theoretically operates on a full cost recovery basis, its regulations and 
guidelines should capture all costs. Additionally, because NSYs are already members 
of DBOF, only SIMA manday rates need be calculated. This does not answer the 
deeper question of the efficiencies of the individual elements which comprise NSYs 
and SIMAs, only the identification of total costs and a directly comparable manday 
rate. As discussed above, similar internal cost control and measurement procedures 
need to exist at all activities, as well as the identification of all relevant costs, in order 


to make direct comparisons between elements of these activities. 


Activity Manday Rate 
$515.28 
$564.80 





il. METHODOLOGY AND DATA 


This Chapter provides the methodologies used to collect and process data into 
the necessary components required for this study. The final calculations of SIMA San 
Diego’s manday rate and analysis will be provided in the next chapter. 

In an ideal world all information would be readily available in a format 
compatible with the requirements of the researcher. Additionally, there would be 
similar circumstances and environments (including motivating factors and require- 
ments for data recording/reporting) in organizations between which a researcher is 
trying to make a comparison. Unfortunately, we do not work in an ideal world and 
organizations and their environments are often very dissimilar, leading to the 
requirement for assumptions and caveats on the data collected and its use. Also, 
because data is not always available or readily converted to similar formats, there are 
circumstances in which deviations from the original stated goals and requirements of 
the study need to be made. Below are discussed the assumptions, caveats and 
deviations from Department of Defense (DoD) Financial Management Regulations 
(FMR) which were necessary in order to produce a SIMA manday rate which 
accurately reflects costs and is most comparable to a DBOF activity’s manday rate. 

As in all circumstances, the data collected and analyzed are, at best, only as 
accurate as the records from which the data were extracted. This study assumes the 
personnel responsible for recording and reporting the information collected have been 
conscientious and fair in their duties and any automated systems used are accurate. 
There must be confidence in items such as equipment records (for calculating 
depreciation expense) and expended production hours (for determining the amounts 
of time spent on specific jobs) for there to be confidence in the results of analysis and 


calculations. 
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A. THE WORKFORCE AND LABOR COSTS 

1. Civilian Versus Military Labor 

There are several differences between civilian and military labor but, first and 
foremost, are their costs and skill levels. Military labor costs tend to be fixed while 
NSY labor costs vary. Additionally, NSYs have a more stable workforce and are able 
to maintain skilled workers while SIMA personnel rotate to other assignments after 
only two or three years. Chapter II addresses these issues in more detail. No 
adjustments are made in this study for the different nature of labor costs or for the 
different skill and proficiency levels of the workforce. 

2. Reservists 

There are many issues related to the treatment of reserve personnel costs and 
contributions to the active duty organization with which they are associated. These 
issues include the inability to accurately measure reservist productivity (contribution), 
the cost of reserve labor, and direct and indirect allocation of costs (i.e., what portion 
of the reservists costs should be attributed to direct labor hours and what portion 
attributed to training overhead). There is no argument that reservists do contribute to 
SIMA productivity. SIMA, San Diego received 19,033 mandays from reservists 
during FY 95. That is approximately 3.7 percent of the total mandays available from 
active duty SIMA personnel. Additionally, the gross production hours available for 
reservists, as documented in the MRMS data base, are approximately 1.9 percent of 
the active duty gross production hours. 

For DBOF activities, the costs associated with maintaining war reserve/ 
mobilization/surge requirements are direct mission funded through appropriations and 
not charged in the customer rates. For this report it is assumed the costs of reservists 
performing duties at SIMA San Diego are a part of the war reserve/mobilization/surge 
requirement for SIMA and, thus, the labor costs associated with them are not billable 


to customers. It is also assumed the reserve contributions to SIMA are insignificant. 
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Any significant contribution by reservists would cause the calculated manday rate for 
SIMA to be understated. 

If reserve labor costs were included, SIMA San Diego’s manday rate would 
increase by approximately $23.91 because total labor costs for reserves are estimated 
to be $2,965,679.35. This is based on the reserve manday rates used by the Mutual 
Support Coordinator at Commander Naval Surface Forces Pacific (CNSP) of $299.32 
per reserve officer manday and $153.41 per reserve enlisted manday. Because 
detailed information regarding reserve mandays was not available, the percentage of 
active duty officers at SIMA (1.65 percent) was used to determine the number of 
reserve officer mandays included in the total reserve mandays (19,033). Additionally, 
16,546 reserve production hours, estimated from MRMS data, were added to the 
number of earned production hours of SIMA for the calculation of the $23.91 manday 
rate increase. These hours were included because they represent the productive 
efforts of the reservists. 

3. The Cost of Labor 

DBOF activities use a civilian equivalency pay schedule from the Department 
of Defense Comptroller’s Office to repay the Military Personnel Account for services 
performed by military personnel. This equivalency pay is used to equalize civilian 
and military personnel costs at DBOF activities, thus reducing the incentive for 
altering the mix of civilian and military billets based on the costs of labor to the 
organization. (If, for example, O-4s were less expensive than GS-12s, then, in the 
long run, the activity would attempt to phase out GS-12 billets and increase O-4 
billets.) In order to accurately reflect the costs to the Navy of operating a SIMA, 
the Composite Standard Military Rates!’ provided by the Defense Finance and 


‘'The Composite Standard Military Rates are fully burdened military pay rates and 
established by estimating the amount of fringe benefits received by the average member of 
each paygrade. It is the equivalent amount a member needs to earn as a civilian in order to 
be economically indifferent to either civilian employment or military service. 
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Accounting Service (DFAS) Cleveland Center for FY 95 have been used to determine 
labor costs, rather than civilian equivalency rates. These rates are provided in Table 
3. The researcher’s sponsor agrees, in this case, the actual costs to the Navy are more 
important than the use of DBOF Regulations (this does not affect the comparison 
between the activities’ manday rates, as the spirit of the research is being followed 
even though the letter of the DBOF regulations are not— that is, the goal is being 
achieved by not strictly adhering to the stated requirements). 

The calculation of civilian labor costs were completed using the FY 95 civilian 
pay scales used by SIMA San Diego and the acceleration factor for fringe benefits 
used by Long Beach Naval Shipyard (LBNSY). For determining the annual labor 
costs, the fifth step for General Schedule (GS) grades and the third step for Federal 
Wage System (FWS) grades were used and 2,087 hours for the work year were 
assumed. These are the steps and hours used by SIMA San Diego in budgeting for 
civilian labor costs for FY 95. The acceleration factor was calculated using the 
LBNSY base rate of 40 percent’? and, adjusting for paid leave, resulting in a rate of 
20.5 percent. The paid leave categories were removed from the base acceleration 
factor because LBNSY applies the factor to labor hours and the acceleration factor in 
this study is applied to annual pay, which includes paid leave. Table 4 provides the 
calculations used for computing the acceleration rate. Table 5 contains the civilian 


labor costs used in this study. 


27 abor acceleration rates for DBOF activities vary in range from 40 to 42 percent. 
LBNSY rates were used because the original intent of this study was to compare SIMA San 
Diego with only LBNSY. The amount of NSY data available allowed the researcher to use 
all active NSYs in the final comparison vice only LBNSY. 
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Table 3. FY 95 Standard Composite Military Rates 
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SICK LEAVE (6.00) 
HOLIDAY LEAVE (4.50) 


ACCELERATION RATE 20.50 
USED 


Table 4. Civilian Wage Acceleration Factor 
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GRADE | HOURLY} ANNUAL | ACCELERATION | ACCELERATED 
RATE PAY FACTOR LABOR COST 


$ 58,795 0.2050 $ 70,848 
$ 49,444 0.2050 $ 59,580 


$ 41,253 0.2050 $ 49,710 
$ 34,007 0.2050 $ 40,978 





WL-9 $ 15.73 $ 32,829 0.2050 > 39,558 
WN-7 $ 21.59 $ 45,058 0.2050 $ 54,295 


Table 5. Accelerated Civilian Annual Labor Costs 


post | $ 27,871 0.2050 $ 33,585 
















4. Manning Levels and Total Labor Costs 


Department of Defense FMR (DoD INST 7000.14-R, Volume 11B, Chapter 
62, p. 62-1) require activities to compensate the Military Personnel (Navy) Account 
on the basis of billets authorized vice actual manning levels. This study complies | 
with DBOF requirements and uses authorized billets in the calculation of labor costs. 
However, it should be noted that SIMA San Diego regularly has sailors assigned in 


addition to the regular manning levels (an average of 217 personnel each month of FY 


2/ 





95—- approximately 20 percent of the direct labor billets and 11 percent of total billets 
authorized). The majority of these personnel are sailors who, for one reason!? or 
another, cannot perform their duties in the units to which they were assigned. While 
these personnel contribute to the production efforts of SIMA, they are not included 
in the cost calculations. The contribution to SIMA’s production efforts by these 
sailors is generally not as direct production workers, but in administrative/support 
duties (1.e., documenting reports, quarterdeck watches, etc.) which would otherwise 
be performed by production personnel. Their presence allows SIMA production 
personnel to concentrate more of their efforts towards production in place of support. 
It is unlikely a sailor who is either limited in his/her physical capabilities or 
preoccupied with family/legal issues is as productive as the trained, experienced 
SIMA sailor. It should also be noted that the assignment of these personnel to SIMA 
is beyond the control of the organization and, as is the nature of illness, injury and 
personal problems, is of a random nature. That is, SIMA is as likely to be assigned 
a person in a rating whose corresponding shop is underloaded as it is to be assigned 
a sailor with the skills required to assist a fully loaded shop. Current practice is to 
assign these sailors to units where some productivity can be realized instead of 
assigning them to a Transient Personnel Unit, where no productivity can be realized. 
For the purposes of this report, it is assumed the productive contributions of these 
temporarily assigned sailors is insignificant. This is consistent with not including 


their costs in labor cost calculations. The impact of a significant contribution by the 


'°The typical reasons for being temporarily assigned to SIMA have to do with the 
members inability to go or requirement not to go to sea with their assigned units. Examples 
include the following: family related issues, limited duty for medical reasons, pregnancy or 
legal hold status. 
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temporarily assigned sailors is an understatement of SIMA’s manday rate by an 
estimate of $69.'* 

During FY 95 SIMA San Diego operated a detachment in the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard which consisted of approximately 65 personnel. Approximately 40 
of the personnel are permanently assigned to the Long Beach Detachment (LB Det) 
as they await transfer after the recent closing of the Long Beach SIMA. SIMA San 
Diego had an average of 25 personnel temporarily assigned each workday to the LB 
Det over the course of the year. The vast majority of work accomplished by the LB 
Det was the removal and installation of equipment (ship-to-shop jobs) transported 
to/from San Diego for repair. As stated above, this study captures only the costs of 
SIMA San Diego authorized billets. Therefore the labor costs associated with the 
personnel permanently assigned to the LB Det were not included. Further justifica- 
tion for excluding the costs of this labor is provided later when discussing the 
production hours used to allocate overhead costs. 

The authorized manning for SIMA San Diego was obtained from the January 
1996 Activity Manning Document (AMD). There is a difference of two enlisted 


“If the personnel in excess of SIMA’s authorized manning were included, the 
expected increase in the manday rate would be $69.09 (total expected labor costs were 
$8,416,516). This was calculated using the annual labor costs of enlisted personnel and a 
uniform distribution. A uniform distribution is used because it is just as likely an E-9 could 
break a leg as it is for an E-4 to break a leg. Again, this is the random nature of the events 
which cause the assignment of these personnel to SIMA. The distribution for enlisted 
personnel on ships homeported in the San Diego area was not collected by the researcher so 
the probability of a person with a broken leg is an E-4 cannot be determined. The purpose 
of this calculation was simply to provide a feeling for the magnitude of the expected costs 
of these personnel, not a precise measurement of their expected cost. 


It is also interesting to note that the $69.09 rate is approximately 10 percent of the 


composite manday rate calculated in Chapter IV and the 217 personnel which could cause 
this additional charge is approximately 10 percent of the manning. 
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billets between the 1995 and 1996 authorized manning. SIMA was authorized 1,786 
enlisted personnel in 1995 and 1,788 for 1996. This difference is considered 
insignificant when computing the FY 95 manday rate. 

The Activity Manning Document lists each authorized billet by individual 
Billet Sequence Codes (BSC). The BSCs are categorized by organizational units 
(departments, divisions, and shops) and list the grade or rate required for the billet as 
well as the position title. SIMA San Diego has changed some shop designations and 
uses some shop designations in addition to those listed in the AMD. The manning for 
the additional shops SIMA uses comes from the units manned in the AMD. For 
example, in FY 95 SIMA had a Nuclear Secondary Plant Repair Shop (38N) which 
was composed of personnel from the Pump Repair Shop (31G) and Valve Repair/Test 
Shop (31D). When determining the composition and costs of labor for individual 


shops, the AMD is the reference document with labor costs for the additional shops 


being captured in the parent or providing shop’s labor costs. The parent shop also _ 


receives the production data for the subsidiary shop. In the example above, the Valve 
Shop received 50 percent of the earned and expended production hours and jobs 
completed for the Nuclear Secondary Plant Repair Shop while the Pump Repair Shop 
received the other 50 percent. Table 6 provides a summary of authorized manning 
and associated labor costs by department for SIMA San Diego. Appendix A provides 


complete manning and labor costs for all organizational units listed in the AMD. 


B. SHOP PRODUCTION DATA 

1. Maintenance Resource Management System 

The Maintenance Resource Management System (MRMS) data base was used 
to collect production statistics for SIMA San Diego. These statistics are the expendi- 
tures of manhours and associated productivity ratios for the activity as a whole and 


for specific shop units. Appendix B provides definitions for the different categories 
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OFFICERS |GOVERN- 
TOTAL 
OFFICERS |OFFICERS | SEAMEN | SERVICE |SYSTEM |BILLETS | LABOR 
COST 


EXECUTIVE DEPT 2 $ 927,514 
TOTAL 

ADMIN/TRNG DEPT ys) 30 3 $ 1,800,775 

SST 


PROD SUPPORT 3 74 30 20 225 | $ 10,053,800 
Peer [a 
REPAIR DEPT 1,313 1,499 |$ 56,107,932 
TOTAL 
Pree [Te 


ACTIVITY | ACTIVITY TOTAL | ) 1524 | 524 | agar | 921 $74,032,835, 74,032,835 





Table 6. Summary of Authorized Manning and Labor Costs 


of manhours and the ratios used as well as their associated equations. All MRMS data 
was provided by SIMA San Diego Analysis Reports and Records (ARRS) office 
personnel as requested by the researcher. 

The data collected from SIMA San Diego includes all of the jobs completed 
in F'Y 95 and the associated expended production hours. This includes jobs (and the 
associated hours) started in FY 94 which were completed in FY 95 but does not 
include jobs (and their associated hours) started in FY 95 to be finished in FY 96. 
While it is possible to determine the jobs carried over between fiscal years, it is not 
possible to determine the hours expended during the different years. The MRMS data 
base tracks hours associated with jobs and not by the date the hours were expended, 


so the total number of hours expended on the job can be determined; but when the 
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hours were expended cannot be determined.’ It is assumed the number of jobs and 
their associated workloads carried into FY 95 and out to FY 96 are approximately the 
same. Because the earned production hours (which are also tracked by job and not 
date) will be used as the allocation basis for overhead, a significant difference in the 
amount of hours carried over between the two periods could cause the manday rate 
to be understated (if more hours were carried into FY 95 than hours carried out to FY 
96) or overstated (if fewer hours were carried into FY 95 than hours carried out to FY 
96). 

Table 7 presents the total hours available to SIMA San Diego for FY 95 and 
how they were accounted for in the MRMS data base. The 21,119 miscellaneous 
manhours expended include 20,938 hours expended for quality assurance (which a 
NSY would not include in direct labor hours (DLHs)), with the remaining hours 
originating from the LB Det and the Tool Repair Shop. Hours for the LB Det are 
excluded from the allocation base because the labor costs for those personnel are not 
included in the costs. Hours expended by SIMA San Diego personnel temporarily 
assigned to the LB Det are included in the parent shops hours. The hours for the Tool 
Repair Shop (06B) are not included because this is considered a support shop whose 
mission is to repair and maintain the tools and equipment used by SIMA production 
personnel. The costs for this shop are considered indirect overhead and, therefore, 


these hours should not be included in the overhead allocation base. 


'°An argument could be made to take the total number of hours expended on a job 
and divide that by the number of days the job was open to determine a daily average of hours 
expended. Using a daily average does not take into account time spent waiting for parts or 
higher priority jobs. It is possible that a job may be idle for several days while waiting for 
needed parts or because the workers assigned to the job have been reassigned to a higher 
priority job. 
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TAHT : 


% OF TOTAL % OF GROSS AVAILABLE 
MANHOURS PRODUCTION 
ASSIGNED MANHOURS 





TOTAL MANHOURS ASSIGNED (INCLUDING OVERTIM | 3882,791; | | | 
GROSS SUPPORTMANHOURS ss _~*«(,934,978)| 49.83] 49.83] *d 
=GROSS PRODUCTION MANHOURS 50.17, | 
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[MISCMANHOURSEXPENDEDSS~*~*é<“—*~*~*sSC(21,419)| 0.54] 0.54 
-MANHOURSUNASSIGNEDTOJOBS ss SSSSS™~=ésSCS=éiC87,746)| 2.52] 25D 
=UNACCOUNTED PRODUCTION TIME | 154,473 | 3.98] 3.98) 

TOTAL} =| Ss 4100.00] 100.00 100.0 


Table 7. SIMA Manhours 


The data presented for shop units for SIMA San Diego is limited to those shops 
which had authorized manning in the AMD. As discussed above, in the workforce 
composition section, some shops have been combined in this study. As were the labor 
costs, the expended and earned manhours and the jobs completed for shops which are 
not authorized manning in the AMD were added to the shop(s) from which the 
manpower was drawn. Productive ratios are shown for the parent shop only, with no 
adjustment made for any subsidiary shops. Table 8 provides a summary of the shops 
which were combined for this study. 

Table 9 presents all of the production shop data collected from the MRMS data 
base for this study. As discussed above, the production shops used are those with an 
authorized manning in the AMD, with the total number of billets being those listed 
in the AMD. The percentage of production personnel is calculated using the gross 
production and gross support manhours available per shop and, in effect, taking the 


percentage of gross production hours compared to the gross hours available in the 






















PLANT 31G PUMP REPAIR SHOP (1/2) 


74Z UPHOLSTERY SHOP 74A SAIL LOFT/UPHOLSTERY SHOP 


84C ADP REPAIR 67L COMPUTER REPAIR 
84D MICRO/MINIATURE REPAIR 67M MICRO/MINIATURE REPAIR 


Table 8. Combined Shops 


repair shops.'° The number of direct billets and indirect billets is calculated based on 
this percentage. The calculation of direct labor costs are also based on this percentage 
and may cause the specific shop manday rates to be misstated but does not affect the 
composite manday rate calculation. The possible misstatement of the specific shop 
rates is the result of using this percentage and the temporarily assigned personnel for 
which labor costs are not captured. The use of the percentage for calculating direct 


labor costs might result in an overstatement of the direct labor costs because all chief 


‘©The actual calculation of this percentage used the following formulas: 


G Production Hou 
Production Personundi=— x 251 workdays 
7.5 manhours/day 


G Support Ho 
Support Personnel=—————_--» x 251 workdays 
7.5 manhours/day 


Production Personnel 
% of Production Personnel= 


Production Personnel + Support Personnel 
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petty officers and above are considered support personnel, with some E-6 and below 
personnel also performing support functions. Because the majority of support 
personnel are the higher ranking, and therefore higher paid, personnel the use of a 
percentage may not remove all support labor costs, resulting in an overstatement of 
direct labor costs. Additionally, because SIMA San Diego has the temporarily 
assigned personnel, who are used mostly in support roles, the number of support 
hours may be overstated in comparison with the production hours, which would lead 
to an understatement of direct labor costs. This difference is considered insignificant 
because it does not impact the SIMA composite manday rate. Appendix C contains 
manday rates for the specific shops which allocate shop indirect labor directly to the 
shop (that is, total shop labor costs are used instead of direct and indirect labor costs). 

The Total Hours Earned for each shop presented in Table 9 are the basis on 
which overhead allocations are made. The choice to use earned hours for the 
allocation base was made due to the similarity to budgeted direct labor hours (DLHs) 
used by aNSY. A NSY determines its manday rate based on the budgeted DLHs for 
the fiscal year, which are determined from the amount and type of work planned. 
Fach repair action has an engineering standard for completing (e.g., overhaul of a 
pump requires 42 manhours) and the NSY knows approximately the type and amount 
of work it is expected to accomplish during the year.'’ Earned hours at an IMA are 
the standard amount of hours required to complete different steps of a repair action 
(e.g., all of the steps required to overhaul a pump might earn SIMA shops 42 


manhours). Expended hours by shop were also collected in order to calculate a net 


'’The process for budgeting NSY DLHs is more complicated than presented here. 
It is actually a process of negotiations with the customer based on the required work and the 
available funds. While engineering standards are used, the NSY tries to complete the work 
using less time than the standards, creating reserve hours and thus allowing room for growth 
in scope and new work. The use of these reserve hours is negotiated with the customer. 
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operating result for SIMA San Diego. A NSY determines its manday rate based on 
budgeted DLHs and charges its customers for actual DLHs and, at the end of the 
fiscal year, has a net operating result. If, for SIMA San Diego, the earned manhours 
are used for determining the manday rate to be charged, then the manday rate 
multiplied by the expended mandays (expended manhours converted into mandays) 
will provide the revenues for FY 95. This can then be used to determine the net 
operating result. 

The difference between earned manhours and expended manhours is due to 
differences in the actual time expended on a repair and growth in the scope of repairs. 
The earned hours are, again, based on standards, so the actual time expended to 
complete the maintenance will vary. Growth in scope occurs when more repairs are 
necessary than planned based on the description of the symptoms or required repairs. 
This difference in hours does not represent new work growth or emergent work. New 
and emergent work are not addressed as separate categories in this study but are 


included in the earned and expended hour totals. 


C. SIMA SAN DIEGO APPROPRIATED FUNDS 

This section presents all of the appropriated funds and assets received or 
managed by SIMA San Diego during FY 95. The sources of these funds and assets 
vary from SIMA’s direct operating budget to the Military Personnel (Navy) Account 
to assets acquired from other military organizations at no cost to SIMA. These funds 
are categorized into direct, indirect and general and administrative expenses for the 
purposes of allocating overhead. Some of the money included does not actually flow 
through SIMA San Diego but is provided by other sources. Military pay and 
equipment and Services provided by the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) 
provide funding for operations. They do not appear in SIMA San Diego’s operating 
budget but are included in this study. Some funds managed by SIMA are excluded 
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from this study because they provide benefits to commands other than SIMA San 
Diego and are managed by SIMA solely for convenience. The Enhanced Readiness 
Support Group (ERSG), the CNSP Navy Stock Fund Management Assist Team 
(NSF/MAT) and SIMA Everett are the commands for which SIMA San Diego 
manages funds. 

The accounting representation made here of SIMA San Diego is not true to the 
actual flow of funds through this activity. The presentation here is what happened 
economically at SIMA San Diego. For example, in the account structure used by 
SIMA the Supply Department pays for all civilian labor costs, while the presentation 
here shows that the departments which receive the benefits of civilian labor as 
providing the funds for that labor. Specific details of this are discussed below in the 
sections on the different funds used by SIMA San Diego. Table 10, which is 
continued horizontally across two pages, provides the accounting presentation of 
SIMA San Diego the researcher has chosen to use. 

DBOF activities charge certain costs which are directly attributable to specific 
contracts to the customer in addition to the manday rate (DoD INST 7000.14-R, 
Volume 11B, Chapter 63, pp. 63-13-15). This, in effect, is a time plus materials and 
services contract. The direct costs include the repair parts and materials used, 
contract and travel costs and purchased services (subcontractors, hotel services, etc.). 
These direct costs are not included in overhead pools used for calculating allocation 
rates. Excluded costs in this study are Quality Assurance (R-8) Division labor and 
operating costs, costs for crane operations and rentals, some travel and per diem costs 
and costs for the storage and shipping of degradable parts or equipment. Because 
SIMA records provide only the aggregate costs of services provided and do not report 
costs of individual jobs, it is not possible to accurately separate direct from overhead 


costs (e.g., how much of the $1,134,036 spent for crane services should be allocated 
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in SIMA overhead and how much should have been charged directly to customers?). 
Additionally, there are overhead costs associated with administering or providing 
these services which cannot easily be separated from the total overhead pools (e.g., 
the Training Department manages the travel money but also performs many other 
functions. How much of the overhead generated by this department should be 
included with direct travel costs?). Because of the relatively small amounts in 
question (the excluded costs are approximately 3.2 percent of total operating costs or 
8.7 percent of overhead costs) and the relatively high proportion of these amounts 
which are probably direct costs, all of the costs for these categories have been 
excluded from the calculation of overhead rates. Inclusion of all of these direct items 
in the overhead pools would increase the calculated manday rate by approximately 
$30. 

As previously mentioned, SIMA San Diego operated a detachment of 
personnel at Long Beach Naval Shipyard. Items in Table 10 which were costs 
directly identifiable with the LB Det are annotated as such. These costs (excluding 
travel costs) are collected into the overhead cost pools. A summary of the LB Det 
treatment in this study would be simply that all costs associated with the LB Det are 
captured, with the exception of military labor and production efforts for those 
personnel permanently assigned to Long Beach. The costs (excluding SIMA San 
Diego labor costs) directly associated with the LB Det are $287,277, of which 
$200,848 were considered costs directly chargable to customers. The remainder, 
$86,429, contributed $0.709 to the calculated manday rate for SIMA San Diego. 

An additional caveat should be placed on the dollar amounts provided in this 
study. Most of the figures obtained were from documents which presented the FY 95 


obligations for the different funds, while some of the documents used in compiling 
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this data presented the FY 95 expenditures. This was necessary because detailed 
obligation data was not available for certain items.'* This difference is less than 
$10,000 (obligations were greater than expenditures), but would probably be 
somewhat larger if actual expenditures were used for all funds. Because the amounts 
where expenditures were used, totaling $2,764,095, are such a small portion of the 
total funds (excluding other commands funds and military labor) managed by SIMA, 
$45,099,605, this difference is considered negligible for the purposes of this study. 

1. Supply and Equipage 

Supply and Equipage (S&E) funds are used to replenish the operating supplies 
required for SIMA San Diego (such as paper), except for supplies required for direct 
production efforts (such as lubricants for machinery). These funds are almost 
exclusively overhead items. The Quality Assurance Division’s S&E budget has been 
categorized as an item to be charged directly to the customer, as discussed above. 
The Facilities category was created as a convenient way to summarize facility 
maintenance and operating costs. In the SIMA account structure, facility funds are 
an account in the Supply Department S&E account and the Real Property Mainten- 
ance is an S&E account itself. In the presentation of categories in Table 10 these have 
been combined into Facilities (and removed from other areas as appropriate). 

2. Repair Other Vessel (Primary) __ 

Repair Other Vessel Primary (ROV(P)) are the funds used for direct 
production efforts on active ships and for replenishing consumable items required to 
maintain the equipment (such as lubricants for machinery). The largest portion of this 


fund is used to purchase materials and replacement parts (both direct costs) necessary 


'8These items include most utility costs (including LB Det), trash and refuse 
collection and the ROVI direct costs (crane services, shore power cables, etc.) listed in Table 
10. 
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to complete repairs, with a very small portion being categorized as indirect expenses. 
SIMA San Diego’s Supply Department purchases the hand tools which are used in 
repair efforts, but in this study those funds have been charged to the Repair 
Department to more accurately reflect the use of the funds rather than the flow of 
funds. The items in this fund which can be directly attributable to specific jobs would 
be charged to the customer in addition to the manday rate. 

3. Repair Other Vessel (Secondary) 

Repair Other Vessel Secondary (ROV(S)) funds are used for providing 
materials to effect repairs on reserve ships. All of these funds are categorized as 
direct funds with the ROV(P) fund account capturing all of the overhead costs for 
both active and reserve units. The NSF/MAT also has some funds for reserve ships 
managed by SIMA in this category. 

4. Travel and Training Funds 

Temporary Additional Duty (TAD) and Temporary Active Reserves (TAR) 
direct costs were based on estimates of equivalent travel costs for the Enhanced 
Readiness Support Group (ERSG). In most cases, whenever a SIMA maintenance 
person was sent to perform repairs in another location (excluding Long Beach), a 
representative from ERSG was also sent. The amount of direct travel costs for SIMA 
Repair Department ($15,369) were estimated to be the same as ERSG travel costs 
($17,665), excluding emergency leave ($2,296). All travel and per diem costs 
associated with SIMA personnel being temporarily assigned to Long Beach were 
considered direct costs which would be charged to the customer for the associated 
jobs and therefore not included as overhead. SIMA Everett and ERSG also had 
TAD/TAR funds managed by SIMA San Diego. 

5. Other Funding 

The Other Funding category includes the significant services and equipment 


provided by other commands for which SIMA San Diego does not provide 


43 











reimbursement. These include $175,862” for MRMS system upkeep, $27,755 in 
non-depreciable equipment acquisition and $804,068 in depreciable equipment 
acquisition. The funds used for the MRMS maintenance and non-depreciable 
equipment purchases were included in the overhead costs for SIMA, while those 
funds used for depreciable equipment acquisition were not. These costs are captured 
in the depreciation expense. Table 11 provides a summary of the sources of 
equipment acquired in FY 95 and their associated values. Only those items with an 


acquisition value of greater than $50,000 are considered depreciable. 










SOURCE ITEM ACQUISITION VALUE 


NAVY REGIONAL CONTRACTING CENTER, LATHE, WOODWORKING $ 44,900 
WASHINGTON D.C. 
NAVY REGIONAL CONTRACTING CENTER, LATHE, WOODWORKING $ 90,370 
WASHINGTON D.C. 






NAVY REGIONAL CONTRACTING CENTER TORQUE PUMP SYSTEM $ 40,000 
WASHINGTON D.C. 


ENGINEERING FIELD ACTIVITY, $ 87,157 
SOUTHWESTERN DIVISION, NAVFAC 


USS JASON (DECOM TRANSFER) PIPE BENDER $245,689 


Table 11. External Equipment Sources and Values 


This amount was provided by NAVSEA 0435. The methodology used to obtain 
this number was to total all of the contractor costs for FY 95 associated with MRMS and 
then allocate these costs equally to all of the IMAs which use the MRMS system. No 
NAVSEA administration costs were included. 
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6. Military Labor 

Military labor costs were calculated as discussed in the section on labor costs 
above. The determination of amounts for direct and indirect labor costs were made 
using the percentage of production personnel in each shop. The potential errors 
associated with this method were discussed in the section on MRMS data. For the 
Quality Assurance Division, all labor costs were considered costs charged directly to 
the customer. The remaining direct labor costs were used in determining the manday 
rate by including these costs as direct labor costs for each shop. 

a Civilian Labor 

The civilian labor costs were determined by using the budget process for base 
pay used by SIMA San Diego. The fringe benefits were calculated using an adjusted 
rate from LBNSY. This is discussed in more detail in the section on workforce 
composition above. The only civilian labor costs categorized as direct costs were the 
costs associated with the Quality Assurance Division. 

8. Calculation of Overhead Rates for Internal Costs 

This section will provide the overhead allocation rates for the funds which 
flowed through SIMA San Diego. Equipment purchases and funds managed for other 
commands have been excluded, as previously discussed. Theses rates are calculated 
here separate from the external costs presented below, because these items represent 
the ‘real’ fund use and transactions which occurred at SIMA San Diego. The rates 
calculated in subsequent sections represent funds and transactions which would have 
occurred had SIMA been a member of DBOF during FY 95. 

Table 12 summarizes the indirect and general and administrative (G&A) costs 
incurred by SIMA San Diego during FY 95. These amounts were taken from the 
corresponding categories in Table 10 above. All allocation rates calculated use the 


total earned hours of 913,657 as the allocation base. The total indirect expenses of 
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$37,563,893 provide an allocation rate of $41.114 per direct labor hour for indirect 
costs. Total G&A expenses of $ 4,724,937 provide an allocation rate for G&A 


expenses of $ 5.171 per direct labor hour. 


FUND INDIRECT G&A 
AMOUNT AMOUNT 
SUPPLY AND EQUIPAGE $ 3,995,543 $ 645,421 


REPAIR OTHER VESSEL $ 4,611,564 
(PRIMARY) 


Seco 

(SECONDARY) 

one ——SS~*id amon] se 
$ 


CIVILIAN LABOR $ 3,348,294 883,756 
TOTAL $ 37,563,893 $ 4,724,937 


Table 12. Indirect and General and Administrative Expenses 





D. DEPRECIATION 

Department of Defense FMR (DoD INST 7000.14-R, Volume 11B, Chapter 
58, p. 58-8) requires DBOF activities to depreciate equipment over set periods (20 
years for plant property, ten years for non-ADP equipment, and five years for ADP 
equipment) using acquisition, installation and upgrade/improvement costs. SIMAs 
do not charge or record depreciation expense for equipment. They do, however, track 
the acquisition date and acquisition cost, which can be used to develop an approxi- 
mation of the FY 95 depreciation expense. The acquisition costs recorded by SIMA 
do not include installation costs but do include upgrade costs, which are discussed 


below. Depreciation for plant property is also discussed below. 
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The assumption required to estimate depreciation expense is one of averaging 
or smoothing of upgrade/overhaul costs which improve or increase the useful lives of 
depreciable equipment. Currently SIMA San Diego does capitalize the costs 
associated with equipment upgrades and maintenance designed to increase the useful 
life of equipment. This is completed by altering the acquisition price in its records 
and notifying the DFAS OPLOC of the change. No change is made in the useful life 
of the equipment. The only record of the date this occurred is the transaction to 
expend the funds necessary for the alteration. Determining this date would require 
reviewing all OPTAR transactions back to the date of the oldest equipment 
acquisition date recorded. Therefore, it is assumed the potential aggregate lost 
depreciation expense for equipment purchased prior to FY 86 is offset by the higher 
aggregate depreciation expense for capital improvements to equipment acquired FY 
86 or later. | 

For example, if a piece of equipment where acquired in 1982 for $75,000 and 
in 1987 received an upgrade costing $25,000, the acquisition price would be listed as 
$100,000 with an acquisition date of 1982.2? In FY 95 there would not be a 
depreciation expense associated with this equipment because 1991 would be the last 
year of the ten year depreciation life. However, if, when the upgrade were performed, 
there was an adjustment to the useful life of the equipment, there could have been a 


depreciation expense of as much as $6,2507! in FY 95. In contrast, suppose 


For simplicity, all transactions are assumed to happen at the beginning of the fiscal 
year. 


*'The 1987 book value of the equipment would be $37,500 ($75,000/10 years is 
$7,500 leading to depreciation expense for 1982 through 1986 of $37,500). Conceptually, 
the $25,000 upgrade in 1987 could lead to an additional ten year service life. The book value 
immediately after the upgrade of $62,500 ($37,500+$25,000) would provide a depreciation 
expense of $6,250 for each of the next ten years. 
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equipment was purchased in 1986 for $75,000 and upgraded in 1994 for $25,0000. 
In this case the acquisition cost would also be $100,000 and in 1995 depreciation 
expense for this equipment would be $10,000. If on the transaction date it was 
determined the upgrade provided an additional ten years service life, the actual 
depreciation expense for FY 95 could be as little as $4,000.” In this example, if the 
useful lives were not updated at the time of upgrading, depreciation expense would 
be $10,000. If, however, the useful lives were updated at the time of the 
improvement, depreciation expense could also be $10,250 ($6,250 for the first 
equipment and $4,250 for the second). The assumption is that, over all depreciable 
equipment, the total of these small potential differences is negligible. 

Depreciation of plant property is allowed for facilities constructed for less than 
the $300,000 minor construction limit. Facilities constructed through funds provided 
by the Military Construction (MILCON) appropriation are not depreciable for DBOF 
activities. SIMA San Diego is currently limited by CNSP direction in the amount of 
funds expended for minor construction to 7.5 percent of its facilities budget, which 
for FY 95 was $828,389. This limited SIMA to a maximum minor construction 
expenditure of approximately $62,130. The FY 95 facilities budget is consistent with 
past fiscal years’ facilities budgets. SIMA made minor construction expenditures of 
$0 in FY 95, $43,000 in FY 94, $15,000 in FY 93 and $37,000 in FY 92. Minor 


construction records for years prior to FY 92 were not available. All expenditures 


The 1994 book value of the equipment would be $15,000 ($75,000/10 years is 
$7,500 leading to depreciation expense for 1986 through 1993 of $60,000). Conceptually, 
the $25,000 upgrade in 1994 could lead to an additional ten year service life. The book value 
immediately after the upgrade of $40,000 ($15,000+$25,000) would provide a depreciation 
expense of $4,000 for each of the next ten years. 
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were made in the construction/acquisition of modular offices. Because the limitation 
SIMA San Diego has on its minor construction funds and the known expenditures are 
all under the capitalization and depreciation level of $50,000, it is assumed that the 
minor construction expenditures for FY 76 through FY 91 are all below the 
capitalization and depreciation threshold. Even if some years’ expenditures were 
significantly above this threshold there would not be a significant impact on the 
manday rate. A single year in which SIMA San Diego may have spent the current 
maximum of $300,000 would increase depreciation expense by $15,000 when 
depreciated over 20 years. 

The depreciation method used is the straight line method using 10 years for 
non-ADP and 5 years for ADP equipment useful lives. No residual value is used in 
the calculations. DoD FMR (DoD INST 7000.14-R, Volume 11B, Chapter 58, p. 58- 
7) requires use of a residual value when calculating depreciation expense if the 
estimated residual value is 10 percent or more of the acquisition cost. SIMA does not, 
as previously stated, depreciate equipment and, therefore, has not estimated residual 
values of equipment. Additionally, when SIMA does dispose of equipment it is 
simply a transfer of custody responsibility. The gaining command is responsible for 
estimating the value of the transferred equipment if any estimation is required, so no 
previous historical data is available. Any significant residual value would not 
significantly reduce the manday rate when spread over the depreciable life of the 
asset. Table 13 presents the depreciable equipment and the FY 95 depreciation 
charges. An allocation rate of $ 0.608 for depreciation expense per direct labor hour 
is used in this study. 

There were some discrepancies in the identification of depreciable equipment. 
NAVSEA had records indicating equipment was provided to SIMA in FY 93 at a 
value of $64,124 and in FY 94 at a value of $54,225. SIMA San Diego does not have 
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DEPRECIATION SCHEDULE 


| aaa ACQUISITION ACQUISITION FY95 

| COST OR NON-ADP) YEAR DEPRECIATION | 
| _31A___[BORINGMILLINGMACHINE§ L$ 46 000] ~~ =NON | = 86 $s 24,600.0 | 
181A __|FURNACE,MELTING C$ 157,000} NON | 86 f{$ __18,700.0 | 
| StA [MILLING MACHINE —— $842,000] ~=3=0NON | 87 $84, 200.0 
T 31A___[MILLUINGMACHINE tC 180,000] NON | 88 [$ ___13,000.0 | 
| S1A__{LATHE,CNC——s—“‘Ci;i;™;™LLClUlUdL Gh hl GOT  hUNON LTB L$ 29 656.0 | 
| 381A _s[LATHE,ENGINEL-24 Ci 87007 | = ~=NON ff S89 — | $$ si 700.7_| 
| _31A___|BORING/MILL.HORIZONTAL ——— ss sd $5300 | NON | 89 [$ ___ 5,530.0 | 
| StA—COJLATHE, ENGINE” (iS 260614} ~=—NON | 89 $26 061.4 | 
| 31D —SULATHE, ENGINE. ss —(itss—isYC 7397] NON | 90 [$ 6,739.7 | 
| 31H ~—SJTRAVERSEWINCH—— —“(‘iL S77 OOO] © ©LhUNON, | 90 S$ 7,700.0 | 
| 31H _[TESTAIG.30HP_ i CdS 120,550 a AON 80 AE. 
| 31H ~—OTESTAIG, 100HP CGS 84122] NON | 90 
| 31H ~—={TESTAIG, STATIC =——< a — —“‘rLS (129654 | ~~ ~=NON 90 S$ 42,965.4 | 
| S1A—SJLATHE, ENGINE —— ee — ss—“‘i S98 OIG | CUNON OT 0S 7,901.6 | 
| 381A {LATHE ENGINE —— ——(ssiCS 144 7G] ENON ft 14,497.6 | 
| 31A_[LATHE,ENGINE ~~ ~~—CO | $$ ~— 144,976 [ NON | 91d $$ s4.4,497.6 | 
| 381A _—LATHE,ENGINE —— sii 7G] hUNON OT S14, 497.6 | 
| S1A_GRNDORR es ——‘(‘sistir SS OOO | CCUNON 81S 500.0 
|__71B___|AIRCOMPRESSOR. ROTARY. Cd 54,712) NON | 91 $5 471,.2 
$ 51,500} NON [| 91 |[$ __ 5,150.0| 
|___71B__|BLASTROOMASSEMBLY—— ss dT $51 500] NON | 91 ([$ _ 5,150.0) 
| 846 [COMPUTER i(i‘(Ci;éis™sSsSs*s*s*s—sSS Ci TAT CADP UTS 27, 134.8 | 
$  146319| ADP | 91 |{$ —29,263.8| 
| S46 [comuTeR t—‘™OOOOOU CL$. f  hUADP UT S49, 438.2 | 
| 95A__ {SPECTROMETER |< <s— s—‘(C—tsés—s—s—‘—s—sS S71 321 | NON 81 712.4 | 
| __31E _|STAND,TEST,DIESELFUELPUMP —ss— s§ sd $216,936 | NON | 91 |{$ 21,693.6. 
| .35A__{COLLINATOR—— —“(—t—“(‘CsS SB SOO) LUNON Tt Sd $s 750.0 | 
iA PATHE, ENGINE, CNC eg 8 188.180} NON __|__82__} §__8,916.0 
GRINDING MACHINE, CYLINDRICAL '$  =134.727{ NON | 92 [$ _13,472.7| 
$¢  80,238| NON | 92 {j{$ 8,023.8 | 
$ 58,7221 NON | 92 £#||$ 5,872.2 
$80,000] NON | 93 {$ 8,000.0 | 
| 93B _ |[FURNITURE,31 WORKSTA,275PCS  =[$  §9,489/ NON | 93 #-|$ 5,948.9) 
|_31A___|WATERJET,HIGHPRESSURE ss ss $7,272 | NON | 93 S$ __—i6, 727.2 | 
|___95B__ | SPECTROMETER, ICAP 61 ($148,333 | NON | 93 |$  14,833.3_ 
| __958 __|SPECTROMETER,ATOMSCAN25  _—-—ss | $76,486} NON | 93 {$ _7,648.6— 
| 95B__SJKEVEXANALYZER SK 7O0] ~=6NON | 83 $5 470.0. 
| 381A |MILLUINGMACHINE S84 B21 NON 9K L$ 5413.2 | 
| 64A___sS{LATHE, WOODWORKING CS 90370] NON | 94 {$___9,037.0 | 
| 3tA__i|LATHE,CNC..  —iiss—(ss—‘i SK 221 | NON | lS $14, 422.1 
| 381A {MILLINGMACHiINE —— ss si“ CS 1BO Ff) )60DNON |] ST —__séi, 918.0 | 
| 7iB SO JOVEN,BURNOFF i —t—“‘iTS 87157 [| NON | 9S S$ 8,715.7 | 
eee CAL PIPE BENDER re eee 45,680 | NON SS 24,568.0 
Ss 85174668] | sid $5 55,385.2 | 


Table 13. Depreciation Schedule 
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items for these values and those acquisition years in its equipment records. 
Additionally, both NAVSEA and CNSP personnel believe two or three computer 
mainframe systems costing $70,000 to $80,000 each were provided to SIMA San 

Diego in FY 93. No records of this transaction were found either at NAVSEA or 
SIMA San Diego. These items are excluded from this study and SIMA San Diego’s 
equipment records are considered to be the governing documents. If the items 
discussed above were included, the depreciation allocation would increase to $0.654 
per direct labor hour (with the manday rate increasing by $0.343 per direct manday) 


because depreciation expense would increase to approximately $597,220. 


E. BASE SUPPORT COST ALLOCATION 
The arbitrary nature of allocating common costs among users of services 

brings into question the fairness of allocations. What appears fair to one user may not 
appear fair to other users. The issues include the basis for allocation (value, number 
of users, square footage, etc.) and the method of allocation (direct, step, reciprocal, 
etc.). Careful consideration must be made in determining the basis and methods for 
allocating costs with an emphasis on ensuring that a cause and effect relationship 
exists between the costs and the allocation base. In this study the reciprocal method 

is used to allocate base support costs among the various providers of support and the 
direct method is used to allocate the costs of the services to SIMA San Diego. Budget 
Exhibit Fund-22 from DoD FMR (DoD INST 7000.14-R, Volume 2B, Chapter 9, pp. 
9-110) provides a summary of base support items which should be reimbursed by 
the NSY to the providing activity. The sections below identify which costs were 
captured, how they were identified and the reasons for items which were not 
included. Additionally, rates for the items requiring allocation are calculated in the 


appropriate sections. 
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1. Costs Included in Manday Rate Calculations 

Costs included in the manday rate calculations were captured in three different 
ways: SIMA San Diego currently provides reimbursement; some are included in the 
labor costs used; and some costs were collected and allocated through this study. 
Table 14 provides a summary of the costs which were included and the way in which 
they were captured. Some items, such as ADP/Automation Services and Legal 
Services, appear in more than one category. This is due to the varying levels of 


service provided in different ways. 


ITEMS CAPTURED IN THIS STUDY 






















ITEMS FOR WHICH SIMA SAN DIEGO ITEMS FOR WHICH ITEMS ALLOCATED AS PART OF 
REGULARLY REIMBURSES FROM ITS REIMBURSEMENT IS THIS STUDY 
CURRENT OPERATING BUDGET CONSIDERED TO BE 
CONTAINED IN THE LABOR 


COSTS 













































*ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES *CHAPEL & CHAPLAIN *ADP/AUTOMATION SERVICES 













*AUDIO/VISUAL SERVICES SERVICES *INFORMATION SERVICES 
*ADP/AUTOMATION SERVICES *COMMUNITY SUPPORT *FIRE PROTECTION 
*CUSTODIAL SERVICES SERVICES *MILITARY PERSONNEL 
*DISASTER PREPAREDNESS *EDUCATION SERVICES SUPPORT 
"ENGINEERING SUPPORT *FOOD SERVICES *POLICE SERVICES 
"ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE *HEALTH SERVICES 
*EQUIPMENT OPERATION, MAINTEN- *HOUSING & LODGING 

ANCE, & REPAIR SERVICES 
*FACILITIES AND REAL PROPERTY *LEGAL SERVICES 

SUPPORT “LIBRARIES 
*FACILITY MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR *MORALE & FITNESS SUPPORT 







*MOBILIZATION SUPPORT 

*PRINTING AND REPRODUCTION 

“PURCHASING AND CONTRACTING 
SERVICES 

*REFUSE COLLECTION & DISPOSAL 

*RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

“SAFETY 

*TRAINING SERVICES 

*TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

UTILITIES 













Table 14. Support Costs Included in the Calculation of Manday Rates 


a. Items for which SIMA San Diego Currently Provides 
Reimbursement : 


The items in this category are either performed by SIMA San Diego 


itself or it reimburses other activities for providing the service. The majority of the 
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purchased services are provided by the Public Works Center (PWC) for the Naval 
Station. PWC charges SIMA for utilities, refuse collection and some environmental 
compliance costs. The remainder of the items are those for which SIMA maintains 
the capability to perform or performs as part of its mission (i.e., mobilization support) 
and are captured in its operating budget and/or labor costs. 

b. Items Included in Labor Costs 

The items in this section are considered to already be charged to SIMA 
because of the military labor rates used in the study. The Composite Standard 
Military Rates are the fully burdened rates which include all pay and benefits from 
being a service member. These benefits include the advantages military personnel 
receive through either free (i.e., health services) or discounted (i.e., retail stores) 
services. Because these categories are already included in the labor costs it is not 
necessary, nor correct, to allocate additional costs to SIMA. Legal services are 
included in both this category and in the category above. They are included above, 
in categories already paid for, because SIMA maintains a legal service division. They 
are also included here because military personnel also have access to Navy Legal 
Services outside the SIMA organization. 

C. Items Allocated as Part of this Study 

The major base support costs not captured in the labor costs or operating 
budget were identified and allocated as part of this study. As previously stated, the 
reciprocal method is used to allocate costs between the service providers (Fire 
Department, Security Department and Personnel Support Detachment (PSD)) and the 
direct method is used to allocate these costs to SIMA. For allocating fire and security 
services the square footage of the activities were used. The allocation of personnel 
services was made based on the number of personnel serviced. While these may not 


be the best allocation bases, they are the ones for which information is readily 
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available. A more correct allocation of fire protection would take into account the 
nature of the work performed (industrial versus administrative) and any fixed fire 
protection in the activities in question. Security services, as well as fire protection, 
could also be allocated based on the values of the activities’ assets being protected. 
This information was considered too difficult to obtain and, for the purposes of this 
study, would not provide significantly better allocations. The ADP/Automation 
Services and the Information Services were allocated as part of NAVSEA operating 
costs for the MRMS system. These items have already been included in the costs for 
operating SIMA (Other Funds in Table 10). 

The costs captured for the three services are not in accordance with 
DoD FMR requirements. The costs for the services included civilian labor costs (as 
calculated and accelerated by each of the activities), the operating budget for the year 
(including equipment purchases and minor construction costs) and military labor 
(added by the researcher in this study). Actual FY 95 costs are used for security and 
personnel services. The costs used for fire protection are budgeted FY 96 amounts. 
This difference is not considered significant in this study as there are not significant 
changes in the operating expenses between the different years. For generalization 
purposes, any mention of FY 95 costs in this section also refer to FY 96 fire protec- 
tion costs. There were no equipment depreciation expenses or external items 
(excluding those service costs allocated in this study) captured. It is assumed the 
equipment purchases and minor construction projects for FY 95 would approximate 
the depreciation expense for FY 95 and there is not a significant difference. There 
would be very little impact on the SIMA manday rate, even with a significant 
difference in equipment purchases and depreciation expense, because of the large base 
over which this difference would be allocated. Military labor expenses were 


calculated using the Standard Composite Military Pay and authorized billets. Civilian 
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labor expenses were included in the operating budget at the amounts which the 
individual service providers used for FY 95. Future personnel support costs may 
increase slightly due to the introduction of the new military identification cards. 
During FY 95 all identification cards were provided to PSD at no cost. Expected 
annual costs for identification cards in future years is approximately $25,000. This 
will not significantly alter any allocated PSD costs. 
Tables 15, 16 and 17 provide the FY 95 service allocations to SIMA 
San Diego for the Security Department, Fire Department and Personnel Support 
Detachment, respectively. Table 18 presents the rates calculated for allocation per 
DLH and direct manday at SIMA. A total of $2,489,115 was allocated to SIMA for 
these services. As mentioned above, the Total Earned Manhours of 913,657 are used 
as the allocation base. As can be seen by the relatively low per manday rates for the 
individual services, significant differences from the assumptions made in collecting 
the FY 95 costs would have little impact on the SIMA San Diego manday rate. 
2. Items Not Included in Manday Rate Calculations 
In this study several base support items have not been included. These items 
are summarized in Table 19. The reasons for excluding these items are discussed in 
the sections below. In the opinion of the researcher, the inclusion of all of these items 
in the study would not significantly increase the manday rate calculated as most of the 
items are considered insignificant when compared with the total operating costs for 


SIMA San Diego. 
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SQUARE FEET 4,775,065 
ALLOCATION RATE PER SQUARE FOOT $ 1.835 


SIMA ALLOCATION (525,625 SQ FT) $ 964,607 


Table 15. Security Department 
















REMURSARLESRECENEDHROMOMWRCOMNDS ———~SCSCS~idCtC“<~S~ 


SQUARE FEET $ 4,775,065 
ALLOCATION RATE PER SQUARE FOOT $ 0.453 


SIMA ALLOCATION (525,625 SQ FT) $ 238,197 


Table 16. Fire Department 
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PERSONNEL SUPPORT DETACHMENT 


NUMBER OF PERSONNEL SERVICED 7,363 
ALLOCATION RATE PER SERVICE MEMBER $ 707.542 


SIMA ALLOCATION (1818 BILLETS AUTHORIZED) $ 1,286,311 


Table 17. Personnel Support Department 

















PER DIRECT 
MANDAY 


FIRE ALLOCATION RATE $ 0.261 $ 1.955 
PSD ALLOCATION RATE $ 1.408 $ 10.559 


a 
TOTAL ALLOCATION RATE $ 2.724 $ 20.433 


Table 18. Allocation Rates 




















ITEMS NOT ACCOUNTED FOR IN THIS STUDY 


*CONFINEMENT & DETENTION CENTERS *COMMUNICATION SERVICES 
*COMMON USE FACILITY OPERATION, MAINTEN- *CLUBS 


ANCE, REPAIR & CONSTRUCTION "INSTALLATION RETAIL SUPPLY & STORAGE 
*COMMAND ELEMENT OPERATION 









*CIVILIAN PERSONNEL SERVICES “EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE 
“SHUTTLE SERVICES *LAUNDRY & DRY CLEANING 
*MORTUARY SERVICES 


*WEATHER SERVICES 


Table 19. Support Costs Not Included in the Manday Rate Calculations 
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a. Items Considered Insignificant and/or Unidentifiable 

The items contained in this category are those items which could either 
not be identified or estimated or were considered so insignificant in amount as to not 
warrant the effort to identify. For example, initial cost estimations (excluding military 
labor and allocation of other support services) for the Shuttle Service operated at the 
32™ Street Naval Station provided an allocation rate of approximately $0.50 per 
person annually. This would amount to approximately $1,000 in costs to SIMA San 
Diego for FY 95. Additionally, there is one consolidated brig which serves all of the 
San Diego area (approximately 100,000 naval personnel). SIMA San Diego’s share 
of these operating costs are considered insignificant. The costs for common use 
facilities are also considered insignificant and, in some cases, not identifiable. The 
facilities used by the LB Det are part of the LBNSY, which does not require SIMA 
San Diego to provide reimbursement other than for utilities. If it is not significant 
enough for a current DBOF activity to require reimbursement, it is assumed not to be 
significant enough to calculate the costs SIMA would pay if it were also in DBOF. 
Additionally, SIMA provides some office space for CNSP personnel and space for 
their computer systems as well as an office for the base chaplain. Reimbursement for 
these items are considered insignificant. Reimbursement for utilities is considered 
insignificant and not identifiable. The utility costs for the building in which the office 
space is provided is known, but the actual usage of these utilities for the specific 
office space is not distinguishable from the total. SIMA San Diego’s share of its 
command element is considered unidentifiable and insignificant. Additional discus- 
sion of this is provided in the section on Management Headquarters Costs below. 
Civilian Personnel Services are also considered insignificant for the same reasons as 
the LBNSY common use facilities. PWC provides the payroll and administrative 


record services for the 103 SIMA civilian employees on a non-reimbursable basis. 
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PWC’s, in general, operate on a cost recovery basis and charge their customers for 
services performed. Because PWC does not attempt to recover costs for these 
services from SIMA, they are considered insignificant. In summary, all of the items 
in this category would increase the manday rate calculated, but not materially, and are 
considered to be insignificant factors. 


b. Items Which Do Not Require Allocation of Costs or Which Are 
Not Normally Allocated in Practice 


This category includes items which SIMA San Diego does not use, are 
self-funded by charges to customers, or are not normally reimbursed in practice. The 
items which SIMA San Diego does not use are Weather Services, Mortuary Services, 
Explosive Ordnance and Laundry and Dry Cleaning. Clubs and Installation Retail 
Supply & Storage Operations operate in such a way as to provide their own funds 
(charge their customers for services used) and do not require reimbursements from 
other activities. Communications Services (other than telephones which are currently 
paid for) are not normally reimbursed by NSYs. That is, NSYs pay for telephone 
services but they do not reimburse the Naval Computer and Telecommunications 


Command for naval messages sent and received. 


F. MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS COSTS 

Department of Defense FMR (DoD INST 7000.14-R, Volume 11B, Chapter 
62, p. 62-13) requires DBOF activities to pay or reimburse the costs related to DBOF 
specific management activities at headquarters. That is, DBOF activities pay for the 
costs associated with management of the fund at the headquarters level and below. 
These costs are allocated to the DBOF activities based on the size (budget) of the 
activity. There are currently no DBOF management positions in SIMA San Diego’s 
chain of command from which these costs would be allocated. It is possible to 


determine the total headquarters management costs allocated to NSYs in FY 95 and 
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the base for this allocation and, from this, determine what SIMA San Diego’s share 
of management costs would have been. LBNSY was allocated $756,074 for 
management costs in FY 95 based on the number of budgeted mandays of 452,631. 
Based on this, the allocation is $1.670 per direct manday. SIMA San Diego had 
121,821 direct mandays (based on earned manhours) for FY 95, which would lead to 
a headquarters charge of $203,490. This number would be overstated because it 
would only include one IMA in the base where, if IMAs were to be included in 
DBOF, there would be a much larger base over which to allocate these costs 
(assuming the inclusion of IMAs does not significantly increase the costs of 
management). This allocation of headquarters costs would increase SIMA San 
Diego’s manday rate by $1.67, which is not considered significant. 

Alternatively, one could estimate the costs of personnel in the current chain of 
command which might be involved in DBOF management if the current chain of 
command were to add these responsibilities. This approach leaves room for many 
assumptions and variations in the determination of the amount of time (say, in 
manyears) and the level of personnel (GS-13, GS-15, or O-4, O-6) necessary at each 
of the command layers (ERSG, CNSP, CPE). 

DoD FMR (DoD INST 7000.14-R, Volume 11B, Chapter 62, p. 62-13) makes 
a distinction regarding the significance of management headquarters costs. In order 
to be significant and require reimbursement or payment, management headquarters 
costs must exceed 1 percent of the total business area costs or $1 million, whichever 
is greater. For the purposes of this study, it is assumed the management headquarters 


costs would be insignificant and, therefore, not be allocated to SIMA San Diego. 


G. PRODUCTION HOURS (DIRECT LABOR HOURS) 
Until FY 96 Naval shipyards included in their DLH budgeting estimations first 


and second line supervisor hours. These "direct" supervisory hours are based on 
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estimates of the hours which will be identifiable to a specific job. Supervisors hours 
other than these are considered indirect support overhead. The MRM System used 
by SIMA tracks earned and expended production hours by job and does not track 
support hours by job. As previously stated, all supervisors’ time is considered support 
hours in the MRMS data base. In order to provide a manday rate which is comparable 
between the two types of organizations, the manday rate for NSYs’ will be 
recalculated by backing out the supervisors’ direct hours.” This is accomplished by 
using the estimated number of supervisors’ direct hours included in the total direct 
mandays used for calculating the composite manday rates. Table 20 presents the 
manday rates for NSYs adjusted for the exclusion of supervisor direct labor hours. 
Additionally, the calculations presented in Table 20 remove the DBOF surcharge, 
which includes recovery factors for past operating years and costs associated with the 


Joint Logistics Systems Command (JLSC). This surcharge is removed from the NSY 


“A recent Naval Audit Service (NAS) study comparing DBOF and direct funded 
activities estimated the DLHs of supervisors at the direct funded activity by multiplying the 
hours available by the productivity ratio of production personnel (phone interview with Mr. 
Glenn Eberling of the NAS 22FEB96). While this also levels the playing field and allows 
direct comparison, it is unlikely that a supervisor provides as many DLHs as a production 
worker. Using the estimates of shipyard supervisor direct hours to alter the manday rate 
seems more appropriate because the supervisors’ DLHs estimates are based on past 
performance. It is acknowledged the goals of the NAS study were different than the goals 
of this study and therefore different assumptions and methodologies are to be expected. This 
is not a criticism of the methodology used by NAS. 
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manday rate in order to produce a manday rate which is most directly comparable to 
the SIMA manday rate calculated. 
H. CARRY-IN/CARRY-OVER 

Carry-in and carry-over are the workload carried over between fiscal years. 
Carry-in is the number of DLHs remaining on work started in the previous fiscal year 
(e.g., 1995) while carry-over is the estimated DLHs remaining on work started in the 
current fiscal year (e.g., 1996) to be completed in the next fiscal year (e.g., 1997). 
One year’s DLH carry-over is the following year’s DLH carry-in. DBOF activities 
identify and track these to be used during the rate setting process. Carry-in is 
subtracted from budgeted DLHs and costs because it is already financed. Carry-over 
workload has the rate for the fiscal year in which the work was accepted/started (e.g., 
1996) multiplied by an inflation factor and then added to the budget year’s (e.g., 
1997) total costs. The data collected from SIMA San Diego does not identify these 
items and they are not used in calculating the FY 95 SIMA manday rate. 


I, ACTIVITY BASED COSTING 

One of the objectives of this study was to provide a data base to which activity 
based costing could be applied. Unfortunately the nature of operations at a mission 
funded activity does not provide incentives for that organization to collect and store 
the information required in the format required. This is as much due to unavailability 
of the information as it is the lack of need for the information. For example, 
electricity usage is, at most, tracked by building. This does not provide enough 
information to allocate electrical usage accurately to the shops within the building. 
Some shops, like the Lagging Shop, use electricity for little more than overhead 
lighting while other shops, which could be in the same building, use electricity for 
numerous pieces of equipment. A fair allocation of electricity cannot be made 


without more detailed information regarding the users of the electricity. Another 
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example of the lack of detail available is the dollar amounts spent for repair parts. 
The total amount spent during FY 95 is easily obtainable, but how much each shop 
spent is not available. If activity based costing were to be used to allocate the Supply 
Department’s costs incurred in the ordering and management of repair parts, a basis 
of allocation might be the dollar value of the parts ordered or the number of parts 
ordered for the year. This data was not available to the researcher. Because the main 
focus of this study was to determine the manday rate for SIMA San Diego under 
DBOF regulations and the amount of time necessary to develop estimates for items 
such as these, the researcher did not pursue this avenue. (For example, the researcher 
could have attempted to determine the electrical equipment each shop used and, from 
technical manuals for the equipment, determined the electrical usage for each piece 
of equipment. This would have provided a basis for the allocation of electricity to 
individual shops on a basis other than the DLH. This was considered a large amount 
of effort to reallocate $631,624 in electricity costs, which is only $5.21 per manday 
as currently allocated. A similar example can be seen in hazardous waste disposal. 
The efforts required to determine a more fair and accurate allocation of the $343,077 
(approximately $2.84 per manday) expended is not justified by any significant change 
in individual shop manday rates.) 

One of the secondary research questions was to determine the feasibility of 
using ABC at a SIMA. As discussed above, SIMA San Diego does not, nor is it 
required to, record the information necessary to use ABC. Additionally, the 
implementation of ABC would require a large effort, and possible expense, in order 
to determine the basis over which allocations could be made. As discussed above, 
electricity usage could be estimated through determing the amount of electricity each 
piece of equipment uses. Alternatively, meters could be installed, at an expense, 


which could provide accurate electricity usage for each shop. Additional examples 
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of this type are steam, water and natural gas usage. Excluding purely managerial and 
cost control reasons, the implementation of ABC mi ght be justified for the following 
reasons: 1) IfSIMAs were to enter DBOF and charge different manday rates for each 
shop’s work; or 2) In order to provide more precise manday rates for use in 
comparison with other activities’ manday rates which were also calculated using ABC 
methods. Unless ABC were implemented for these reasons, it does not appear the 
benefits gained would be justified by the efforts required. This is especially true if the 
main interest lies in the computation of a composite manday rate, which would not 
be immediately affected by any differences resulting from the application of ABC. 
J. SUMMARY OF FACTORS WHICH MAY AFFECT THE 

CALCULATED MANDAY RATE 

This section provides a summary of the assumptions, and their potential 
impacts, which might affect the calculated manday rate. Table 21 presents these 
items and the estimated dollar amount of the impact, if any. The items which could 


most significantly affect the manday rate are the costs of reservists and the personnel 


**NSYs currently charge different manday rates for different types of work (refit, 
repairs, alterations, etc.) based mostly on the different amounts of planning required for each 
type of work. NSYs do not charge different rates for each production shop area. 


“The managerial and cost control benefits potentially provided from the 
implementation of ABC could influence future manday rates. The true costs of performing 
different types of maintenance and the drivers of those costs would be seen, thus providing 
the information and incentives to more effectively control the costs associated with these 
actions. This information could be especially useful in determining which types of 
maintenance capabilities the Navy wished to maintain or eliminate. ABC could provide 
more accurate costs of performing specific types of maintenance which could be compared 
to the costs of acquiring equivalent services from other sources. For those types of 
maintenance that are readily available at a lower cost from other sources, the Navy could 
consider eliminating that capability from IMAs. 
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DIRECT COST ITEMS INCREASE $ 4.05 
BASE SUPPORT ITEMS NOT CAPTURED INCREASE UNKNOWN 


HEADQUARTERS COSTS INCREASE $ 1.67 
APPROXIMATENETEFFECT | $98.72 


Table 21. Factors Affecting Manday Rate Calculation 


in excess of the authorized manning, which together would increase the manday rate 
by $93.00. The rest of the items listed in Table 21 which have an estimated dollar 

amount could increase the manday rate by only $5.72. The items charged directly to 
the customer (excluding repair parts) could, at most, cause a $4.05 increase in the 
manday rate if all items were to be included in overhead. Headquarters costs could, 
if included, increase the manday rate by $1.67. The base support items which were 
not captured (confinement services, costs associated with common use facilities, 
command element costs, civilian personnel services and shuttle services) are assumed 


to have an insignificant affect. 
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IV. ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 


Ordinarily the assumption would be made that the year under study is typical 
of past and future years, in order to ensure that an accurate analysis is made and to 
provide predictive value for future years. Unfortunately, FY 1995 was not a typical 
year for SIMA San Diego and is not likely to be indicative of future years. Manning 
levels and operating budgets were consistent with previous years and are expected to 
remain similar in the near future. However, the workload changes which occurred in 
FY 95 were significant and are expected to continue changing. Due to the 
decommissioning of all destroyer tenders in the San Diego area and other factors, 
SIMA San Diego’s workload increased by 17 percent over previous levels. Additional 
increases in workload are expected due to recent cancellations of CNO-funded ship 
availabilities. Fortunately, this has little impact on the calculation of a manday rate 
for SIMA and will still allow predictions of future manday rates. This is possible 
_ because the majority of costs included in the calculation of the manday rate are fixed. 
The largest portion of costs incurred are labor costs which, for an activity manned 
mostly by military personnel, is almost constant from year to year (SIMA San Diego’s 
authorized enlisted manning will increase from the current 1,788 to 1,790 over the 
next six years). A NSY varies its manning levels in congruence with the planned 
workload, which allows the NSY to treat labor costs as variable from period to period. 
The result of the largely fixed costs of operating SIMA is the ability to predict future 
manday rates based on estimates of changes in workload and changes in operating 
costs which are not a result of workload changes. These changes in the largely fixed 
operating costs would be a result of price level changes and changes in the operating 
budgets received from higher commands. The impact on this study of the inability 


to assume FY 95 was a typical year lies mainly in predicting total operating costs. 
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Items such as repair parts and materials are driven by the workload and will grow as 
workload grows. These items, however, are not included in the calculation of the 
manday rate because they are considered costs charged directly to the customer, in 
addition to the manday rate. In effect, the total operating costs for SIMA San Diego 
will grow as its workload grows, but the costs used in the calculation of manday rates, 
which are a subset of the total operating costs, will remain steady and therefore allow 


prediction of future manday rates. Many of these issues are discussed in detail below. 


A. TOTAL IMA OPERATING COSTS 

The total cost to the Navy for operating SIMA San Diego in FY 95 was 
$116,288,974. This includes all funds presented in Table 10 with the exception of the 
funds managed for other commands. Base support costs (fire, security and personnel) 
are not included in this total because the goal is to identify the direct operating costs 
for SIMA San Diego. An additional $2,489,115 would be added to the figure above 
if these costs were to be included. The operating costs can be broken down into 
several different accounts and types of costs. Table 22 presents the different accounts 
and the amounts placed into direct, indirect and general and administrative categories 
in this study. Table 23 shows the ieakdows of the variable and fixed costs, as 


determined by the researcher. 
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MILITARY LABOR $25,308,316 $ 3,151,176 $ 41,166,787 $ 69,626,279 


CIVILIAN LABOR $ 3,348,294 $ 883,758 $ 174,503 Ee ae $ 4,406,555 
TOTAL $37,564,593 $ 4,724,939 $ 73,195,354 $ 804,088 $116,288,974 


Table 22. Fund Categorization 
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MILITARY LABOR $69,626,279 Lee $ 71,619,809 


CIVILIAN LABOR $ 2,413,025 $ 1,993,530 $ 4,406,555 
TOTAL $76,324,797 $39,964,177 $116,288,974 


Table 23. Fixed and Variable Costs 


A generalization of the differentiation between fixed and variable costs can be 
made as follows: fixed costs are those associated with maintaining the current 
capacity while variable costs are those costs associated directly with production 
efforts, comprised mostly of those direct costs identified in Chapter III. Fixed costs 
shown in Table 23 are the funds used to operate the support and administrative 
infrastructure of SIMA and military labor, which has been previously categorized as 
a fixed cost. Utility costs, which were $1,234,819 for SIMA and $36,038 for the LB 
Det in FY 95, were considered fixed costs. While it is true that utility usage does vary 
with production, there is a component of utility usage which would be used even if 
no production were performed. Because detailed utility usage data is not available 
and the amount in question is small, relative to total operating costs, the difference 
between the fixed and variable utility costs is considered negligible. The variable 
component of civilian labor are those costs associated with civilian labor in 
production support (work acceptance, planning, QA, etc.). The requirement for this 
civilian labor would vary directly with the production level of SIMA. The fixed 


component of civilian labor are the costs of personnel in the supply, facility 
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maintenance and administrative departments, which would be variable only with large 
changes in the level of production or capacity. 

The majority of the costs associated with the manday rate calculation are fixed 
costs ($76,324,797), while a rather small portion of the total costs are variable 
($3,708,856), when materials and services costs are excluded. The materials and 
services costs ($36,255,321 in ROV(P) and ROV(S)) would, in theory, be incurred 
no matter where the maintenance or repairs were performed and, therefore, still be a 
cost to the Navy, even if SIMA San Diego performed no production. These costs are 
variable for SIMA, but fixed for the Navy; they are unavoidable costs.*° The costs to 
the Navy for operating SIMA San Diego are $76,324,797 if no production is 
performed and increase only slightly, approximately $3,708,856 or 5%, as production 
efforts increase.’’ It appears that avoidable costs do not significantly change, even 
with significant changes in workloads, as long as the current capacity level is not 


exceeded. 


B. SIMA COMPOSITE MANDAY RATE 

The FY 95 composite manday rate calculated for SIMA San Diego is $694.64. 
This manday rate includes all internal and base support costs captured in this study 
using the allocation rates developed in the previous chapter. These base support rates 


are summarized in Table 24. Several issues were addressed in Chapter III which 


*6This assumes all maintenance and repairs performed are necessary and would be 
completed by an activity other than SIMA San Diego (be it a NSY, a civilian shipyard, 
another IMA or the ship itself). 


27SIMA San Diego had average monthly production ratios for FY 95 as follows: 
Utilization of 58.83; Productivity of 48.67; and Load Ratio of 91.50. Refer to Appendix B 
for definitions of these items. 
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FIRE DEPARTMENT $ 0.261 
PERSONNEL SUPPORT $ 1.408 


Table 24. Allocation Rates 









could affect this manday rate. A summary of those items and their potential impacts 
was provided in Table 21. Table 25, which is continued horizontally across two 
pages, presents the manday rate calculations for each shop and the composite manday 
rate. 

As can be seen in Table 25, the individual shop manday rates vary from 
approximately $400 (26Z) to $9,600 (67D). The reason for the large variation in the 
manday rates is attributed to the fixed labor cost. Excluding labor costs, every shop 
would have an identical manday rate because the overhead costs are allocated on a 
DLH basis, which is also the basis for determining the number of mandays. Each 
shop would have a manday rate of $372.14, which is the sum of the allocation rates 
in Table 24 converted to a manday rate (multiplied by 7.5 manhours). Small 
variations in shop manday rates would be expected due to differing costs of labor 
because of the difference in the rates which compose the shops’ manning (for 


example, one shop might have 10 E-5s and 15 E-6s while another shop might have 


The Watch/Clock Repair Shop (35D) and the Typewriter Repair Shop (35E) are 
excluded from discussion of the manday rates due to their extremely small direct labor 
contributions. Additionally, 35E has recently been closed. 
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coe! fe] | er | ome | ae 
DIRECT LABOR DIRECT DIRECT LABOR G&A INDIRECT 

SHOP BILLETS HOURS MANDAYS COST ALLOCATION ALLOCATION 
Po ttocationate] — | CdTt—“<—~ésYS~*~‘“‘CSOCO*™*SCSC*é*dCBN’C’SCONW#C#C#§CNTG TS t.3185 | 
| 417A |SHEETMETALSHOP L801 5,799.9] 3,440.01 $ _1,050,987.16 | $ _193,429.131 $ _1,060,751.41 | 
| 264 |WeEDINGSHOP. dS stl 10,206.2] 1,360.81 $  446,397.89|$  52,780.951$ 419,623.37 
|_26Z |WELDINGREQUALSCHOL | St] 302.0! 708.915 25,967,331 $ _27,419.08| $ 247,989.37 | 
| 31A |INSIDEMACHINESHOP | S31 45,968.2| 6,129.1 | $ _2,262,423.69 
| 31B_|MECHANICALENGRAVING | S| So 720.9| 363.11 $ _131,981.00| $ _ 14,081.37 
| 31D {VALVE REPAIRTEST (1/2 38N) | ~—1|_42,079.9| 5,610.7 | $ _1,869,121.60| $ 217,614.49 
| 31E |ICENGINESHOP(3Ic) sss | S| 37,149.41 4,953.31 $ _1,590,242.08 | § _ 192,116.61 
| 31F |HYDRAULICREPAIRSHOP | St] 5574.01 743.21 $ _436,966.50|$ 28,825.71 
| 31G |PUMPREPAIR(V/238N) | S54] 4,565.8 | 5,675.41 $ 2,038,324.68 | $ 220,127.30 
| 31H |ALREREPAR ss sisdTSstt| 0 14.3] 3,015.21 $ 530,428.92 
| 317 |GASTURBINEREPAIRS ss | S| 43,999.6| 5,778.61 $ 765,642.37 
| 31Z |METALBULDUPSHOP sds] 7447.5 | 993.01 $ _382,964.401$ 38,514.44 
| 35a _lopmicaLsHoP Cis Sg 9026 | 920.318 213,423.57 
| 35D |WATCHICLOCKREPAIR (“ssi CC Cd Ct CdS tt~CCS 
| asc |TYPEWRIERREPAR Tt SSCS TCC SCO 8S 784 | 
|_37A_|PRINTSHOP ss —C—“‘éLSCCG| 44,3031 | 3,519.1[ 8 _210,610.131$ 50,918.951$ 468,422.24 
| 388 |ORDNANCEREPAR ss | 8] 29,408.21 3,921.11 $ _1,515,282.76 | $ 152,083.31 | $ 1,209,105.06 | 
| 38y |ORDNANCEALTERATION ss] 3] 8,754.61 1,167.31 $ _ 539,585.60| $ _ 45,274.06|$ 359,941.49 | 
| 382 |AIRCOMPRESSOR/ALIGNMENTSHOP | 11] 14,610.5| 1,948.11 $ 404,852.64 | $ 75,557.61 |$ 600,704.21. 
| 41A |BOLERREPAIRSHOP || 40,695.81 5,426.11 $ _1,672,180.50| $ 210,456.68 | $ 1,673,189.72 
| 41B |BOLEROUTSIDEREPAR ss | | 5.049.4| 673.31 $ 590,231.55 | $8  26,112.771$ 207,603.84. 
| 51B loursiEReECcTRCA ss “| S| 3.8 | 3,004.2 | $ _1,303,577.14| $ 118,073.73 
| 51G |GYROICREPAR ss |S] 8,448.01 2,059.7 | $ _1,248,311.02 | $ 79,888.70 
| 51H |CABLEINSPECTION || 4304.6 | 1,519.31 $ 287,380.83 § 58,926.71 
$ _1,362,691.73 | $ 87,958.25 
| s6B lacaRSHOP) ss —“‘*‘*sé*sLSC*C*C*Cé2'Qi@«C#s«NG064.5 | 1,475.31 $ _1,041,575.51 1 57,210.61 
| 56C |REXIBLEHOSESHOP |i] 12,454.0| 1,660.51 $ 404,927,241 $ 64,405.35 
$ 1,313,850.68 | $ 180,304.48 
| 64A |PATTERNSHOP || 7913.71 1,055.21 $ 299.443.5018 40,925.38 1$ 325,368.26 | 
| 64E |KEYaLOCKSHOP || 074.01 809.918 _68,198.40|$§ 31,411.44 1$ 249,729.81, 
| 67A |ELECTRONICSREPAR TS os| 15,260.71 2,034.81 $ 967,626.00 $ 78,920.09 
| 678 |ELECTRONICSCALLAB |S] 15,397.8| 2,052.2 | $§ 410,233.26 1 $ 79,598.07 
| 67D |TELETYPEREPAIRSHOP. (| tal Ss | 56.51 $ 520,360,001 $ 2,190.11 
| 67E_|MRECONTROLSHOP | St] 7,993.4] 2.399119 712,509.31 $ 93,052.14 
| 67G |SONARREPARSHOP | S| 57.2 | 207.61 $ 308,476.001$ 8,083.00 
|_67H |ANTENNAREPAIRSHOP | S| 13,904.41 1,853.91 $ _799,876.00| $ 71,906.04 $ 571,673.22. 
| 67K |TESTEQUIPMENTREPAIR || ttt. | 1,495.31 $ _272,985.001 $ _57,995.331$ 461,079.18 
| 67L_|ADP REPAIR (84C) (67x) (677) | S| 3,397.7 | 1,786.41 $ 320,813.42 
| 67M |MICROMINMATUREREPAIR(84D)  —sss| S| aa. | 459.21 $ 308,194.12 

67w_|stqs2RePARCidTSCstsSSst Lo 90.2 | 1,132.01 § 513,173.38 
| 68c_|ureRsrrnepaR = es ——i=idL*SC‘(SSéCAdlsoitigggg'| 1526616 452,783.25 
| 718 |coRROSIONCONTROL sd 209,404.31 3,920.6| $ 894,439.00 
| 72 |OUTSIDERIGGING St] 71.0] 3,028.51 $ _740,784.67| § _117,464.53|$ 933,876.01 
| 72C_ |INSIDERGGING ss Cd 7207.61 961.01 $ _304,353.001 $ 37,273.81 1$ 296,337.27. 
$ 201,438.36 | $ 38,589.43 
| 74A |SAILLOFT/UPHOLSTERY (742) | 13] 25,034.2| 3:337.91$ 444,618.00|$ 129,463.35 
| 81A |FOUNDRYSHOP ss ——sidL:=Sstto,106,472.7| 2,196.41 350,500.31 | $ 85,187.90 
| 924 |SOUNDANALYSIS Ti iS 117.3] 682.318 299,944.57 
| 958 |TesTSPecTROLAB i“ (—~«dL*CSC(‘(‘SS#C#Hl#OOG N09 | 814.819 55,734.96 
| 96B |OUTSIDECALIBRATION “|| 21,572.01 2,876.31 § _889,493.301$ 111,558,721 $ 886,923.19 | 
Po TOTAL _st077] 913,656.8 | 121,820.9 | $ 39,288,076.82 | $ 4,724,944.17 | § 37,564,634.11 


Table 25. FY95 SIMA San Diego Manday Rate 
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I5 E-5s and 10 E-6s). This variation would not be expected because of differing 
overall manning levels in a shop if labor levels were flexible (higher manning levels 
would be a result of higher DLHs, so the manday rate would not be affected by 
differing manning levels). Because SIMA San Diego’s labor costs are fixed and do 
not vary with the level of effort, the manday rates themselves vary. 

The manday rate calculated using the internal costs of SIMA San Diego are the 
most comparable to manday rates computed through the use of Naval Audit Service 
(NAS) IMA Cost Templates. This manday rate, $674.21, is found in Table 25 in the 
Internal Cost Sub-Total column. The researcher did not study the NAS templates or 
their procedures in depth, as the goal of this study is not to compare the manday rate 
calculated here with NAS manday rates. The researcher did, however, review a report 
based on these procedures and feels the types of internal costs captured using the 
methodology of this study are comparable with the types of costs captured with the 
NAS templates. While not identical, they are very similar. In this study, $82,132,994 
of internal costs were captured for use in determining the manday rate. A recent study 
to calculate SIMA San Diego’s FY 95 manday rate, conducted by ERSG using NAS 
procedures, captured $81,056,755 in costs. The purpose here is to compare these total 
costs, developed using two separate procedures, and not to compare the manday rates. 
The conclusion can be made that the operating costs for SIMA San Diego are approxi- 
mately $81 to $82 million, with any difference being negligible. 

Tables 26 and 27 present the total costs which need to be accounted for and the 
total costs accounted for in this study, respectively. The costs to be accounted for are 
drawn from Table 10. The costs charged directly to customers are those costs not 
used in the calculations of indirect, G&A or depreciation allocation rates. The 


amounts in Table 27 are the total amounts allocated for indirect, G&A and 
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depreciation in Table 25. The $49 difference between costs to account for and costs 


accounted for is due to rounding errors. 













TOTAL APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR SIMA SAN DIEGO (FY 95) $ 116,869,371 


FUNDS MANAGED FOR OTHER COMMANDS $ 
(580,397) 


DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 555,385 


COSTS CHARGED TO CUSTOMER IN ADDITION TO MANDAY RATE | $ (33,907,277) 
(DIRECT COSTS ) 


BASE SUPPORT COSTS $ 2,489,115 
TOTAL COSTS TO ACCOUNT FOR $ 84,622,109 


Table 26. Total Costs to Account For 


FUNDS PROVIDED FROM EXTERNAL COMMANDS FOR $ (804,088) 
EQUIPMENT PURCHASES (DEPRECIABLE ITEMS ONLY) 
$ 





$ : 













FIRE DEPARTMENT 238,197 


PERSONNEL SUPPORT $ 1,286,312 
TOTAL COSTS ACCOUNTED FOR $ 84,622,158 


Table 27. Total Costs Accounted For 


Different variations of the manday rate can be calculated by using different 
levels of production. This can be accomplished because the FY 95 operating costs 
have been calculated and, as discussed in the previous section, the operating costs are 
mostly fixed. In fact, the total operating costs which were used to compute the 


manday rate are only $5.8 million over the $76.3 million in fixed operating costs. 
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This ability to use different production levels provides predictive value for future 
manday rates. Planned production levels can be used to determine approximate 
manday rates based on estimated growth in the costs used in this study. Additionally, 
different manday rates can be calculated for FY 95. For example, Table 7, SIMA San 
Diego FY 95 Manhours, shows 97,746 manhours unassigned to jobs (the workers 
were available, but there was no work for them to perform). If these hours were 
actually productive, the manday rate would be $627.51. Table 7 also shows 154,473 
manhours which are not accounted for. All of these hours were available for 
production and, if actually productive, would lead to a manday rate of $594.20. If 
both unassigned to jobs and unaccounted for manhours were productive hours, a sum 
of 252,219 manhours, the manday rate would be $544.37. These alternative manday 
rates are extremes as they allow for no idle time and/or require accountability of all 
hours, neither of which is likely. | 

Another implication of the fixed nature of SIMA’s operating costs is that the 
manday rate decreases as workload increases. As shown above, as the productive 
hours increase, within current capacity limits, the manday rate decreases. It is true that 
with the addition of these hours there is not a corresponding increase made in 
operating costs, but, as was previously shown, there is not a significant change in 
operational costs with an increase in production efforts. The more work SIMA San 
Diego performs, within capacity levels, the lower the manday rate is as a result of the 


fixed nature of its operating costs. 


C. NET OPERATING RESULT 

If SIMA San Diego had been a member of the DBOF in FY 95 and charged the 
computed manday rate of $694.64 for the maintenance and repairs it performed, its 
net operating result (NOR) would have been a gain of $7,245,606. This NOR is based 


on the calculated manday rate (which used Earned Production Hours) multiplied by 
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the Expended Production Hours (converted to mandays) for FY 95. It must be noted 
that this NOR is overstated. Expended Production Hours include Lost Time in their 
total. Lost Time includes a variety of items, such as waiting for parts or actions to be 
completed by ship’s force, but, most importantly, includes time used for rework. 
NSYs do not charge their customers for rework and, therefore, these hours would not 
be counted as direct labor hours. Because a detailed breakdown of Lost Time is not 
available and no estimations can be made of the rework hours included in the total, 
all Lost Time hours are included in the computation of the NOR. If all Lost Time 
were excluded from the Expended Hours, the NOR would be a loss of $3,738,783. 
This represents a difference of $10,984,389 between the two NORs. 


D. NSY AND SIMA MANDAY RATE COMPARISON 

This section compares the computed SIMA composite manday rate and the 
adjusted NSY composite manday rates. It should be noted that this is a comparison 
of the cost of levels of effort, not of productivity. That is, the rates are compared 
strictly as manday rates. No allowance is made for the different productivities or 
efficiencies of the organizations.”° 

Table 28 presents the FY 95 composite manday rates for the NSYs (adjusted) 
and for SIMA San Diego. The mean of the NSY rates is $513.35 with a standard 
deviation of $92.34. The calculated SIMA manday rate of $694.64 is 1.96 standard 
deviations above the NSY mean. The difference in manday rates would not be 


Statistically significant at a 95 percent confidence level. At any confidence level 


*’As was discussed in Chapter III, no adjustments have been made in this study for 
the different skill levels of the workers. For example, the overhaul of a diesel engine might 
require 75 manhours ina NSY. The overhaul of the same engine might earn SIMA 95 
manhours. This difference would be attributed to the use of different standards, as a result 
of differing skill levels. 
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scr 
SIMA SAN DIEGO 
LONG BEACH NSY 





NORFOLK NSY 


PORTSMOUTH NSY 


PUGET SOUND NSY 


Table 28. NSY and SIMA Manday Rate Comparison 


below 95 percent, the calculated SIMA San Diego FY 95 manday rate would be 
significantly higher, statistically, than the FY 95 NSY manday rates. 


E. THE COST OF A FIXED MANNING LEVEL 

In this section an alternative manday rate for SIMA San Diego is developed 
by assuming a flexible production labor force. The development of this manday rate 
is less complete than the $694.64 rate calculated above. This limitation is a result of 
the inability to separate support and production personnel and the unavailability of 
detailed hourly data for support hours. In lieu of the fixed Direct Labor Cost, an 
average hourly labor cost for each shop 1s used to calculate the Direct Labor Cost for 
the level of work which was performed. The intent is to identify the labor costs 
associated with idle and non-productive hours, which a DBOF activity would either 
not have (because it can vary its manning) or not pay for (because employees are paid 
an hourly rate). This, as shown below, removes the influence of having a fixed, 
salaried labor force on the individual shop manday rates and identifies the costs 
associated with having a fixed labor force. 

Because there is not specific data available as to which personnel performed 
support functions and which performed production functions, this average hourly 


shop labor cost is estimated using the weighted average of hourly labor costs of E-6 
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and below.”” The use of E-6 and below was considered appropriate in order to not 
include support labor costs twice, once in the support costs calculated using the 
percentage of production and support hours, as previously discussed, and, once in the 
average hourly cost. 

The Indirect and General & Administrative allocation rates have increased due 
to the inclusion of additional labor costs in those categories. These additional labor 
costs are a result of shifting labor costs for Training, Administrative, Special 
Assignment and Other hours from direct labor into the overhead categories. These 
costs were calculated using an average hourly rate of $16.84 for SIMA. Table 29 
summarizes these hours and their effects on the overhead rates. This, in effect, has 
removed the labor costs for Special Liberty, Unauthorized Absence, Medical, 
Unaccounted Hours and Hours Unassigned to JCNs from SIMAs labor costs. For 
Production Hours, the researcher was able to obtain information as to how the hours 
were expended by category (ie. Training, Special Liberty, Production). 
Unfortunately, a breakdown of Support Hours into these categories was not available 
and these hours have remained as fixed costs. If this information were available it 
_ would most likely reduce the overhead rates by removing labor costs which should 
not be incurred (i.e., Special Liberty hours). 

Using hourly labor costs produces an FY 95 composite manday rate for SIMA 
of $572.15, which is within one standard deviation of the FY 95 NSY composite 
manday rate average. This manday rate is not significantly different from the NSY 


rates at a 95% confidence level. Additionally, the large variance in the individual 


The hourly labor cost used is a weighted average of E-6 and below for all shops 
except the Weight Test Shop (72D). 72D, according to the AMD, is manned entirely by E-7 
and above, which are generally considered support personnel. The labor costs for 72D were 
calculated using E-7 and above hourly rates. 
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NUMBER OF 
HOURS 


AFFECT ON 
ALLOCATION 


CATEGORY LABOR COST INCLUDED IN 
ADMINISTRATIVE 44,468 $ 748,832.70 $0.820 
SPECIAL 224,366 $3,778,316.70 INDIRECT $4.135 


OTHER 25,963 $ 437,221.97 INDIRECT $0.479 
TOTAL 533,796 $8,989,124.97 ae $9.839 
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Table 29. Summary of G&A and Indirect Labor Hours 


shops’ manday rates has been removed, with all shops now Pitesti $100 of the 
composite manday rate. Table 30 presents the calculations of the manday rates. 
Table 31 provides a comparison of the manday rates calculated using a flexible 
production force and using the fixed production force. From this table, the cost to the 
Navy of maintaining a fixed production force at SIMA San Diego was $14,922,797 
for FY 95.! 


>!As mentioned previously, the computation of a manday rate using hourly labor costs for 
support personnel would likely reduce overhead rates, which, therefore, would also reduce both the 
composite manday rate and total recoverable costs. Because Gross Support Hours (49.83 percent 
of Total Manhours Assigned) are almost equivalent to Gross Production Hours (50.17 percent of 
Total Manhours Assigned), the assumption could be made that a calculation using hourly labor costs 
for support personnel would result in reductions to the manday rate and total costs approximately 
the same as the reductions to the manday rate and total costs computed in this section using hourly 
labor costs for production personnel. This assumption requires that the distribution of support hours 
into the different categories (1.e., Special Liberty, Training, Medical, etc.) are similar to the 
distribution of production hours into these same categories. Based on this assumption, the composite 
manday rate for SIMA San Diego would be reduced by an additional $120 (approximately), resulting 


in a manday rate of $450. This is below the average NSY composite manday rate ($513.35) and 


within one standard deviation ($92.34). Additionally, the total recoverable costs would also be 
reduced by an additional $15 million (the approximate cost of maintaining a fixed support labor 
force) which would result in a total cost of maintaining a fixed labor force of approximately $30 
million. 
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F. SUMMARY 

This thesis provides a manday rate for an intermediate maintenance activity 
which is directly comparable to a depot level activity composite manday rate. In the 
process of computing this manday rate, several assumptions were made which, affect 
the manday rate as summarized in Table 21. The majority of these assumptions and 
their effects cause the manday rate calculated to be somewhat understated. The nature 
of the assumptions and the potential magnitude of their combined effects are 
considered negligible, but estimates of their impact are provided, where possible. The 
two major conclusions made in this study are that the costs of operating a SIMA are, 
for the most part, fixed and that there are significant costs associated with maintaining 
a fixed labor force. 

The significance of the fixed nature of costs for operating intermediate 
maintenance activities is that the incremental cost for performing maintenance at an 
IMA is minimal. That is, the majority of costs for performing maintenance at an IMA 
do not change as the workload changes (within the current capacity levels). This 
implies that the more work an IMA performs, the less the maintenance appears to 
cost, as measured by a manday rate for level of effort. This also means that an IMA 
is most cost effective when it operates at, or above, its current capacity level.” 

Because a SIMA has a fixed level of manning it has a fixed capacity level 
(with some variation achieved by the use of overtime or shift work). If a SIMA does 
not operate continuously at this capacity level, there are labor costs which, while 
being paid for, are non-productive or idle time. Activities, such as NSYs, which are 
able to vary manning levels to fit the workload level would not incur these costs. In 


effect, IMAs must manage their workload to their manning level while NSYs vary 


“As an IMA operates above its current capacity level its costs do not significantly increase 
due to higher labor costs. A NSY would experience increased labor costs when operating over its 
capacity level due to overtime and/or other incentive costs (i.e., 2"! or 3 shift pay). 
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SHOP HOURS MANDAYS| HOUR COST G&A ALLOCATION 
po ttocationmare, PTs 10.396 | 
| 17a |SHEETMETALSHOP_ 5,799.9] ado s 16.51 /§ 425,935.98 | $ 268,220.30 | 
| 26a |weINGsHop_ | t0.2068.2| 13611 s t6.80]s$ 171,457.96 |$ 106,105.49 

26Z |WELDINGREQUALSCHOOL | 5,302.0] 707 
| 31A |INSIDEMACHINESHOP | as968.2| 1291 $ 16.75|$ 770,174.21 | $ _ 477,893.66 | 
| 31B |MECHANICALENGRAVING | 722.9| 36318 15.86]  43,192.00| $ 28,307.76 | 
| 31D |VALVE REPAIRTEST (1/2 38N) | 42,079.91 56111 $ 16.44] 691,793.56 | $ 437,470.19 | 
| SIE |ICENGINESHOP(ic) Ss | a7,149.4| 4953s 16.77[s 623,011,591 $ 386,211.83 | 
| 31G [PUMPREPAIR(/238N) | as05.8| 56751 8 17.24|§  734,007.12| $ 442,521.70 | 
| 31H |AREREPAR a ta.3 | 3015] $ 17.83| § 403,199.67 | $ 235,102.32 | 
| 317 |GASTURBINEREPARS | 43,3306 | 57791 $ 17.12 | 741,850.12 $ 450,566.26 | 
| 31Z |MeTALBULDUPSHOP | 7,447.5] 995] § 17.14 
[35a lopricasHop ss | go. | ool s 16.33|$ 112,684.95 | $ 71,760.67 | 
| 35D |waTcHcLockRePAR ss | ots tests Ce Cd 
| 35E |TYPEWRIERREPAR = | tS 5.83 = 29.s0|s 19.75 | 
|37a |pantsHop oo tt,303.1 [1519] s 15.42[§  175,695.84|$ 118,444.71, 
[388 |ORDNANCEREPAR | gon.2 | 392i] s 17.98|$  528,865.00| $ 305,732.93 | 
ORDNANCE ALTERATION | 8754.6| 1167/$ 19.13|$  167,495.70| $ 91,014.39 | 
| 382 |AIRCOMPRESSOR/ALIGNMENT SHOP - | 14.610.5/ 19481 17.22 251,536.62] $§ 151,893.38 | 
| 41A |BOLERREPARSHOP | aoe95.8 | 54261 $s 16.531  672,686.50| $ 423,080.84 | 
| 41B |BOLEROUTSIDEREPAR ss 5,049.4 | 673 $ 18.001$ 90,880.29] § 52,494.47 | 
24891 $ 16.68/§ 313,413.53 |$ 194,048.85 | 
| 51B |OUTSIDEELECTRCAL | 2,831.8 | 3044] $16.81 
[SiG |GyROICREPAR ss 18, 448.0] 20601 $ 17.26/$ 266,607,331 $ 160,600.18 | 
| 51H |CABLEINSPECTION, | 11,3946] 15191 8 17.74 
| 56A |PPEFTTINGSHOP | t7,008.4] 22681 $ 17.07[$ _290,329.69| § _ 176,822.38 | 
| sep jacansHop Ct tt064.5 | 14751 8 16.81 
| s6C |REXBLEHOSESHOP | t.45a.0| t6611$ 14.47[8  180,263.87| $ 129,474.02 | 
LS7A |LAGGINGSHOP 65.3] aeaol s 14.55[$ 507,319.17] § 362,465.92 
| 64c |keyatocksHop 74.0] tol s 20.49/s  124456.26|$ 63,146.39 
| 67A |ELECTRONICSREPAR | t5,260.7| 20351 $ 17.43/$ 266,092.15 | § 158,652.98 
| 678 |ELECTRONICSCALLAB | 15,391.8| 2052] $ 16.181 $ 249,015.64 $ 160,015.92 | 
| 67D |TELETYPEREPARSHOP | as | sels 7111s 7,247.06 |$ 4,402.78 
| 67E |FRECONTROLSHOP | t7993.4 | 2390] $ 18.45[$ 331,911.94] $ _ 187,062.62 | 
| 67G |SONARREPAIRSHOP | 1557.2 | 208] $ 18.53/$ 28,853.19] $ 16,188.93 
| 67H |ANTENNAREPAIRSHOP | 13,904.4| 18541 5 15.81 
| 67K |TESTEQUIPMENTREPAR | 14,214.5| 14951 $_16.79|$ 188,266.53] $ 116,587.96 | 
| 67M |MICROMINIATURE REPAIR (4D) | 3,444.2] aso s 18.01[$ _62,021.43|$ 35,806.52. 
|e7w{siasenepam tone | taal s 17.48/s 148,440.53] § 98,265.64 

718 |CORROSIONCONTROL ss | 9,404.3 z02tl gs 15.66] 460,572.42 | $ 305,692.38 

72A |OUTSIDERIGGING ss | 7.0 | 30201 $ 16.06|$ 364,847.99] $ 236,138.82 
[720 |INSDERIGGING ss 72076 | pet s 16.481 118,800.91 |$ 74,931.50 | 
[72D |weiGHTTesTINGsHoP_ | 7,462.0] 9951 § 25.3718 189,286.07 | $ 77,576.29 | 
| 748 |SAILLOFT/UPHOLSTERY (747) | 5,034.2 |  3338/$ 15.831 § _396,166.22| $ 260,260.04 | 
| sia |FOUNDRYSHOP st t6,472.7| 2196/$ 1668/8 274,779.61] § 171,253.15 
| 92A |SOUNDANALYSIS | 8 117.3] 82s 17.561s 89,852.48 $ 53,200.37 | 
| 958 |TESTISPECTROLAB | 6110.9] 815] $ 20.491 § 125,212.84 $ 63,530.01 | 

96A |MIRCSLAB 1.78.4] 19081 § 16.85 
pot TOTAL 9t3.656.8 | 121821] s_ 16.84 [ $_15,986,669.96 | $ 9,498,550.52 


Table 30. Manday Rates Using Houly Labor Costs 
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INDIRECT EQUIPMENT | MANDAY FIRE 
LOCATION DEPRECIATION SUB-TOTAL RATE PROTECTION 


45.728 0.60 PS tse] $ 0.261 
2,315,703.76 30,782.75 3,707,322 | $ 549.07] $ 53,4641 $ 13,202 | 
1,179,790.12 15,683.00 1,889,629 

466,713.98} $ 6,204.05 750,481 
242,452.38 400,076 


<A ef | it 
oO 
a 


2,102,055.75 27,942.72 | $ 3,378,066 

124,514.07 $ 197,669 
1,924,249.71 | $ 25,579.14 
1,698,785.46 | $ 22,582.03 $ 551.27 

254,890.53 | $ 3,388.27 $ 555.11 
1,946,469.181$ 25,874.50 
1,034,117.48 $ 1,686,166 1 $ 559.21|$ 23.875|$ 5.896 
1,981,853.87 $ 3,200,615 


$ $ $ 
340,562.83 $ 550,166 | $ 554.04 
315,645.38|1$ 4.195.891 $ 504,287 -Ssezss {$7208 7,2881$ 1,800. 
Gre, see ges Ge ee eS 
$ g6.881$ —(1.15/$ i37|$54193/s 2l$ 01 
$ 520,989.10 $ 822,055 | $ 541.15|$ 12,028|$ 2970 | 
BA |$ 1,363,184.17]$ 18,120.87|$ 2,194,195 | $ 552.041 $ 31.4731 7.772 
38B $ 2,197,266 | $ 560.37 
$ 664,166 | $ 568.99|$ 9.243 
38Z $ 1,080,427 | $ 554.62] $ 15,.425|$ 3.809 
$ 2,981,462 | $ 549.47 $10,610 
| 418 [$ 230,901.37 $ 3,069.381$ 377.346 | $ 560.48 '$_5,331|$ 1,316 | 
$ 11,346.15|$ 1.370.349 | $ 550.62 $ 4.866 
| 518 |$ 1,044,063.43[$ 13,878.78[$ 1,679,014 | $ 551.54|$ 24.105|$ 5.952. 
| 51G |$  _706,413.50|$ 9,390.39] $ 1,143,011 $ 4,027 
| 51H |$ 521,057,701 $ 6,926.44] § 948.528 | $ 558.511 § 12,030] 29711 
| 56A |$ _777,768.22|$ 10,338.91|$ 1,255,259 | $ 553.52 1 $ 17.957 
| sep |$  505,962.73|$ 6,725.79|$ 813,704 | $ 551.561 $ 11,6821 2685 
$ 886,811 $ 13,148 
$ 21,193.59 
$__4,810.51/$ 581,954 $ 55153]$ 8355|$ 2063 | 
| 64E |$  277,754.77|$ _3,692.21| $ 469,050 
$ 1,131,810 
$ 1,122,231 
$ 31,2731 $ 553.84/$  4471$ 110. 
$ 117,197 
| 67H |s  635,827.03[$ 8,452.08|$ 1,008,720| $ 544.10|$ 14.6801$ 3.625, 
$ 989,079 
$ 257,420 $ 898 
$ 630,111 | $ 556.62/$  8,964|$ 2.213) 
$ 6,959.881$ 818.981 $ 2,985 
71B $ 2,128,753 | $ 542.97 
72A $545.96|$ 23.981/$ 5,922 | 
$ 549.11 
720 |$ _341,295.89|$ 4,535.93] $ 612,624 | $ 615.74 $ 1,945 
$ 1,816,420 | $ 544.18 
| B1A |$ 753,271.47 | $ 10,013.271$ 1.209.318 | $ 550.60 
$ 3,110.66|$ 380,170| $ 557.18|$ 5,403/$ 1.334 | 
| 958 |$ 279,442.15 |$ 3,714.64] $ 471,899 | $ 579.17|$ _6.4521$ 1.593 
$ 3.722 
| 96B | $s  986,454.69|$ 13,112.99] $ 1,589,479 | $ 552.62 | $ 22.7751 5.624. 
|__| $ 41,780,179.09 $ 964,608 


Table 30. (Continued) 
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SUPPORT TOTAL 


es 
$64,717 
$ 3,833 
$7,847 
$ 59,927 
$61,017 
$9,718 
Ga ae Gl ae al 
i$ 81S stg | 
$41,969 
$41,403 
$12,325 
$32,144 
$21,749 
$15,577 
$ 17,534 
$ 49,086 
$11,144 
$ 
$ 
$ 


8,551 
21,485 
21,670 
19,576 
15,789 
18.862 
4,849 
11,953 1 $ 653,241 


16,1201 $ 850.173 


41,397 2,208,860 


$ 
31,978} $ 1,715,351 


Oo 


$ 
3 10,1471} $ 547,342 
$ 10,506 | $ 632,953 


23,191 
7,20 
8.60 

20,102 

30,371 


1,286,312 | $ 69,699,312 
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569.50 
569.75 
971.92 
586.36 
571.59 
564.90 
$69.23 


>. 571.70 


“A 


575.54 
575.26 
579.65 
574.31 
574.48 
568.36 


562.36 
561.59 
972.47 
580.80 
589.42 
975.05 
569.90 
580.91 
571.06 
571.97 
575.36 
578.94 
973.95 
572.00 
554.48 
$55.06 
571.96 
599.60 
576.67 
567.26 
574.27 
584.27 
584.89 
564.53 
571.83 
574.12 
580.98 
577.05 
556.90 
563.40 
566.40 
569.55 
636.18 
564.61 
571.03 
577.62 
599.60 
572.32 
573.05 
$72.15 








[mesmo 
FIXED PRODUCTION FORCE _| _ FLEXIBLE PRODUCTION FORCE FIXED-FLEXIBLE 

| TOTAL COSTS _|MANDAY RATE] TOTALCOSTS [MANDAYRATE| COSTS | RATE _| 
| 417A | SHEETMETAL SHOP $ 677.66 
$ 700.13 
$ _289,043|$  408.87|$ _ 414,520 
$ 741.27 
| 31B|MECHANICALENGRAVING sd S = 267,086|$ 735.67 
| 31D |VALVE REPAIFVTEST (1/2 38N) sd $3,957,082 $ 705.27 $763,319 
$693.19 
$ _713,539|$ 960.091 $ —_427,744 
SIH |ALREREPAR dS 16525101 $ 5:48.08 
$ 504.63 
|312 |METAL BUILD UP SHOP $ _757.80|$ 570,455 
35A|OPTICALSHOPSSSC*dC 855,918 | $ 604.08 
|S5D|WATCHCLOCKREPAR ss tC CS Cd SC Cd SC Ud tC CdS 
|S5E TYPEWRIERREPAR dG os 7a tals 1a2is se2.a6lg (aa) $ (190.23) 
$ 692.04 
$758.58 
$ 834.40 $285,957 
[382 |AIRCOMPRESSOR/ALIGNMENTSHOP | $ —1,429,800| $ _ 579.96 $ 9,569 
$ 680.31|$ 3,092,331|$ s69.90|$ 599,103 $ 110.41 | 
| 41B |BOLEROUTSIDEREPAR $780,774] $ 4,159.70 
$ 1,063.70 
|S1B|OUTSIDEELECTRICAL dS 2.436.451 1 § 800.35 
51G $ 978.19 
|SIH|CABLEINSPECTON dS 852.7611 § 561.29 
$ 973.03 
|SeB|ACSRSHOP dS 590,576 1 $ 1,078.16 
$ 615.99 
[S7A|LAGGINGSHOP, sd 3,043,805 |$ 654.76 
$ 655.93 
| 64E|KEV&LOCKSHOP dS 869,5801 8 456.35 
$ 847.68|$ 1,173,386 
| 67B | ELECTRONICS CAL LAB $ 1,173,947 1 $ 572.03 
$ 9,587.49 
$ 669.12 
67G $ 1,857.86 
$ 803.59 
$ 554.70 
$ 551.73 
$ 476,089 | $ 1,036.72 
$ 934,442 |$ 825.46 
$ 668.73 
71B $ 600.28 
$616.74|$ 1,715,351|$ 566.40]$ 152.4621 $ 50.34 | 
|72C |NSIDERIGGING Cid 61,9811 $ 688.84 $ 569.55 
$ 574.60|$ 632,953 
$ 505.34 
$__1,167,847|$ 531.721 $ 1,254,195|$ 571.03|$ _(86,348)| $ _(39.31)] 
|92A|SOUNDANALYSIS sd 403,856 1 $ 723.80 $ 99,7451 $ 146.19 
|9sB|TESTSPECTROIAB CdS 58,947[ $ 440.54 
$ 612.69|$ 1,089,576 
$ 681,39 
|| TOTARSC“‘(‘C CCC*€S #846 22,109 $ 69,699,312 | $ 572.15}$ 14,922,797|$ 122.50 


Table 31. Hourly Versus Annual Labor Cost Manday Rates 


o4 





their manning level to their workload. The labor costs associated with idle and non- 


productive time are the costs o maintaining a fixed manning level. 
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APPENDIX A. SIMA SAN DIEGO MANNING AND LABOR COST 


This appendix provides a detailed authorized manning and associated labor 
costs for SIMA San Diego. Table 32, which is a vertical continuation over three 
pages, includes all Activity Manning Document (AMD) authorized billets summar- 
ized by the organizational units prescribed in the AMD. SIMA San Diego does not 
strictly adhere to the organizational units described by the AMD nor does it 
necessarily assign personnel to the units as indicated in the AMD. In the continuing 
process of improvement, several specialized shops have been organized at SIMA San 
Diego for which manning requirements have not yet been addressed in the AMD. 
These shops are not addressed in this study and the labor costs associated with them 
are captured in the parent shop’s labor costs— that is, all labor costs for authorized 
manning are captured in this study, but SIMA San Diego does not necessarily use the 
labor in the manner in which it has been designated. For example, in FY 95 SIMA 
had an auxiliary nuclear repair shop (38N) which was not listed in the AMD but was 
manned from personnel from the pump repair shop (31G) and the valve repair/test 
shop (31D). In this study the labor costs for 38N were captured in the labor costs for 
31D and 31G. There are several other occurences of this, mostly in electronics repair, 
for which there have been adjustments made in this study. This is addressed in more 


detail in the section on MRMS data. 
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APPENDIX B. MRMS DEFINITIONS 


This appendix provides definitions for the different manhour categories, production 
ratios and their associated formulas addressed in this study. These were compiled from 
instructions and training material used by SIMA San Diego. 


A. MANHOURS 

Total Manhours Assigned: This represents the total number of manhours available 
for support and production expenditures. Total Manhours Assigned includes 7.5 hours per 
day for every person assigned to SIMA San Diego as well as any support or production 
overtime hours expended. Personnel temporarily assigned to other duties or on leave are 


excluded from the Total Manhours Assigned for those periods. For FY 95 these hours 
totaled 3,882,791. 


Gross Support Manhours (GS): Available manhours for support, prior to deductions, 
including overtime. Determined by the number of personnel assigned to support duties. For 
FY 95 there were 1,934,918 Gross Support Manhours. 


Gross Production Manhours (GP): Available manhours for production, prior to 
deductions, including overtime. Determined by the number of personnel assigned to 
production duties. This includes overtime ‘hours. There were 1,947,873 hours in this 
category in FY 95. 


Productive Manhours Deductions: Deductions from Gross Production Manhours for non- 


productive hours. Included in this category are: 


Administrative: Hours spent on personnel administrative items (verification of 
personal data, pay discrepancies, etc.). This does not include administrative work 
which should be included in Support Manhours. FY 95 total: 44,468. 


Schools/Training: Documentation of personnel attending schools without 
Temporary Additional Duty Orders and training being conducted at SIMA. FY 95 
total: 239,000. 
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Medical: Documentation of hours spent at either medical or dental appointments 
and sick call. FY 95 Total: 40,724. 


Special Assignment: Hours spent by production personnel on items which are not 
direct production efforts. These include Preventive Maintenance, Corrective 
Maintenance, Tool Room Issue, Field Day and Physical Training as well as many 
others. FY 95 total: 224,366. 


Leave: Personnel on leave are normally removed from being available for 
production and support efforts and therefore not included in the Total Hours 
Available. In cases where personnel on leave were not placed in an absence status 
the hours are deducted in the Leave category in order to remove their hours from the 
hours available for production. FY 95 total 10,398. 


Special Liberty: Documentation of personnel granted early or special liberty from 
the work day. FY 95 total: 97,065. 


Unauthorized Absence: Documentation of personnel who either reported for work 
late or did not report for work. FY 95 total: 661. 


Other: Hours expended on efforts not covered by other deduction categories. FY 
95 total: 25,963. 


It should be noted there is a discrepancy between two different sources within the MRMS 


data base for the total Productive Manhours Deductions. The total of the categories listed 


above is 682,644 hours for FY 95. However, the total of the category of Productive 
Manhours Deductions in the monthly production reports (Report Number ETV275AR) for 
FY 95 is 799,231. This difference of 116,587 hours cannot be accounted for. The first 
number is the total of each deduction category for FY 95. The second number is the 


monthly total of deductions summed for FY 95 (the monthly summary report does not 


break the deduction hours into categories and only reports the total deductions for the 


month). For the purposes of this study the annual category totals were used with 682,644 


deduction hours being considered the correct figure. This impacts both the Net Available 


Production Hours and the Unaccounted Time discussed below. 
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Net Available Production Manhours (AP): The total time available for work after 


deductions are made from Gross Production Manhours. For FY 95 these hours totaled 
1,265,230. 


Overtime Hours: Hours worked in addition to a full shift or day’s work. FY 95 Production 
total: 53,127. FY 95 Support total: 11,510. 


Earned Production Manhours (EP): The hours required to accomplish the steps listed in the 
Detailed Work Sheets (DWS). The DWS provides the steps required to perform the 
maintenance and the total amount of time required based on standard times for each step, 
any travel or preparation time required and a complexity factor. FY 95 total: 938,608. For 
the purposes of this report a total of 913,657 is used because the hours expended by the 
Quality Assurance shops (93A, 93B), the Tool Repair Shop (06B) and SIMA Det LB 
(990) are not counted as direct labor hours. 


Expended Production Hours (XP): The true time in manhours expended to complete the 
maintenance action. This category includes lost time and does not necessarily match Earned 
Production Hours. FY 95 total: 1,013,010. For the purposes of this report a total of 
991,892 is used because the hours expended by the Quality Assurance shops (93A, 93B), 
the Tool Repair Shop (06B) and SIMA Det LB (990) are not counted as direct labor hours. 


Lost Time (LT): The productive time lost as a result of unplanned delays. Items included in 
this category include awaiting ship’s force action, QA or transportation, obtaining parts or 
supplies, making special tools, and rework time. Lost Time is included in Expended 
Production Manhours. The total Lost Time for FY 95 was 118,598. 


Unassigned to JCN (UJ): Manhours of personnel in shops with few or no jobs available. 
This is time which would be productive if work was available. There were 97,746 hours 
Unassigned to Jobs in FY 95, 


Unaccounted Time (UT): By definition, the time which cannot be accounted for. SIMA San 
Diego uses the following formula to calculate Unaccounted Time: 


UT =AP-(EP+ UJ +LT) 
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This formula provides the following result for FY 95: 


UT = 1,265,230 -(938,608+97,746+118598) 
= 110,278 hours 
This formula uses Earned Production Manhours which is the amount of time which should 
be used during FY 95. The researcher believes a more accurate determination for 


Unaccounted Time could be made by using Expended Production Manhours, which is the 
time actually used in FY 95 (including Lost Time). This formula 


UT = AP-(XM+UJ) 


provides the following Unaccounted Hours for FY 95: 


UT = 1,265,230 - (1,013,010 + 97,746) 
= 154,474 hours 


The number of hours used in this study for Unaccounted Time is 154,474. 


B. PRODUCTION RATIOS 
Performance Ratio (PR): Percentage showing how well the unit performed during that 
period; based on the amount of work steps completed (Earned Hours) compared to the 
hours available for work. This percentage will be low if there is a high amount of 
“Unassigned to JCN” hours. | 


EM 
PR=—%5 100 


Workload Performance (WP): Percentage showing how well the units’ personnel 
performed during the period, based on the amount of work planned compared to the 
manhours assigned to the unit. 


WP = 


eeu 
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Utilization (U): A percentage showing how well the total productive manhours available 
were used in actual productive assignments. If there are a high number of deductions the 
utilization will be low. | 

AP 


U= Gp 


x 100 


Productivity (P): Percentage showing the unit’s overall efficiency for the period based upon 
the work steps completed (Earned Manhours) compared to the Gross Production Available 
Manhours. 


WPxU 
P= 700 


or 


EM AP 
P=(ap—uy “Gp )* 100 


_Load Ratio (LR): Percentage showing the degree of loading in a shop based on comparing 
manhours assigned to work to the manhours available to do work. 


_ AP-UJ 


ee hp 


95 








APPENDIX C. CALCULATION OF MANDAY RATES WITH 
DIRECT ALLOCATION OF SHOP SUPPORT 


A. LABOR COSTS 

This appendix presents the manday rates calculated, with the shop indirect 
labor costs being allocated directly to the shop and removed from the indirect cost 
overhead pool. All calculations in Table 33, which is continuous horizontally across 
two pages, are identical to those used in Table 25, with the only differences being that 
the labor cost includes all labor instead of only direct labor and the allocation rate for 
indirect overhead is smaller (because the shop analineet labor has been removed from 
the cost pool). This presents more accurate per shop manday rates and removes any 
possible bias caused by using the percentage of production personnel for determining 
the direct labor costs. It should be noted that the overall costs captured, $84,621,409, 
and the composite manday rate, $694.64, are identical to those previously presented 


in Table 25. 
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i) ‘ 
DIRECT 
DIRECT LABOR DIRECT DIRECT LABOR INDIRECT 
BILLETS HOURS MANDAYS COST G&A ALLOC ALLOCATIO 











ATION N 

| ALOCATIONRATE] 

41a |SHIPFITTERSHOP. ts Cd tl 0,640.3] 75218 2,944,501 1 $ 264,884.25|$ 1,443,443.99 
| 147A |SHEETMETALSHOP——————CiT*=SCs—Csé| (5,799.9 | 3440|$ _1,412,264|$ 133,423.13|$ 735,996.72. 
| 26A |WELDINGSHOP.—“‘*‘“‘;sé*sLSCSC*éd |S tpgw.2 | tet ~~ 573,863|$  52,780.95|$ 290,916.09 | 
WELDING REQUAL SCHOOL | eal _53020| —_vovls _—==— 77,9021 27,419.08} $ 151,127.46 | 
| 314A |INSIDEMACHINESHOP—ts—‘iL:CSC*C*C“‘*éS BLS 968.2[ st t291$  _—3,044,496| S$ 237,722.68|$ 1,310,271.11 | 
1B |MECHANICALENGRAVING | 4] 2722.91 ~~ geal s ~~ 131,981|$  14,081.37/$ 77,613.16. 
| 31D _|VALVE REPAIR/TEST (1/2 38N | __ 531 42,079.9| —_serils 2,407,202 | $ 217,614.49| $ 1,199,439.55 | 
31€ |IC ENGINE SHOP (31C | _43|_37,149.4| __49531$ _1,879,377|$ _192,116.61|$ 1,058,901.28 
| 31F |HYDRAUUCREPARSHOP | St] 8 574.0] =a ~~ 58 2,622|$ 28,825.71 
| 31G |PUMPREPAIR(V238N) ss | SS 4] 42, 565.8 | 5675|$ 2,849,022 
ain |AREREPAR ss“ sSt—“(‘;)N Citta ia | —o0tsi Ss 88,124] § 116.948.9315 644,594.83 | 
[317 |GASTURBINEREPARS sss “ss ——i«dT~Ssto] 43,339.6| 577918 915,036 $ 224,128.98|$ 1,235,345.87 | 
[31z |METALBULDUPSHOP.——“‘LS~*C*édtO| «sO7,a7.5| sc, S 482 |$  38,514.44|$ 212,282.49 | 
35A |OPTICALSHOP,ss—s—i‘iLSCSC*“‘éN SCG 902.6] 92018 271,630! $ 35,696.52 $ 196,750.74 | 
|35D |WATCHCLOCKREPAR —sss——sd| Sit Sito) Sits SS rrpon tS CC Cd COC‘ SSC” 
[ase [TPEWRTERREPAR ss ss—i‘iLsCi‘Cété(COOlCO(4g| COOLS si S7G1S CBI S 54.16 | 
[37a [PRINTSHOP,——“‘“CS;OCOC*§CCC@S«CtN393.1| —_—t8391$ —-306,342|1$ 58,918.95|$ 924,747.32 | 
[388 [ORDNANCEREPAR ss ——i—‘~zrL:«SCsCs| 9,408.2] 39211 § =, 793,600] § 152,083.31 
116718 674,482 |$ 45,274.06 
$ __75,557.61 
| 41A |BOLERREPARSHOP) sis] S| 495.8 | 54261 $ 2,181,105} $ 210,456.68 
$26,112.77 
51A $ 96,527.36 
[518 |OUTSIDEELECTAICAL = (“s—=éizL=SC‘(S#éBG|«o22,831.8| 3044] $ 1,825,008} $ 118,073.73 
51G |GYROICREPAR ss s—(wsSSSSCid:CSsal st 448.0/| ~— 208018 _—4, 650,992 
[51H |CABLEINSPECTION  —s—s— ss SS ——‘idTSSsstt sttp04.6 | ~~ ttl s ~~ 344.8571  58,926.71|$ 324,790.08 | 
PIPEFITTING SHOP 
|56B |ACBRSHOP—is—sésdLSC‘“stg 19,084.58 1475|$ 1,275,930 
| S6C_{FLEXIBLEHOSESHOP - ss —S—=édCSCsssttl taal ~~ t661ls = 531,467|$ 64,405.351$ 354,987.07 | 
| 64A |PATERNSHOP.—“‘;*é*dLSC*C*C#éSYC:CO7iQNG.7| _—s'1055/ = 399,2581$ _40,925.38|$ 225,570.99 | 
| 64E [KEy&LocKsHoP.————“‘(C™_C*dL:SC*éz*dLSCCG oe. | ~—Ssgtol gs 85,248 |S 31,411.44] 173,192.44 
| 67A |ELECTRONICSREPAR ss “ss ——idTCSCss | 35,260.71 2035, S$ 1,182,654  78,920.09|$ 434,988.85 | 
ELECTRONICS CAL LAB | _ 42] 15,391.8| _2052|$ _-4a7,1521$ _79,598.07|$ 438,725.70 | 
| 67D [TELETYPEREPAIRSHOP.— t—t—‘LCSSC‘éHzL:~O aes | S61 $ ~~ 5:20,360|$ 2,190.11] $ 12,071.38 
| 67E |FIRECONTROLSHOP.—— ——“i‘izL:=SC—Sst gt 37,993.41 23991 S 836.424 
| 67G [SONARREPARSHOP———“*é‘aLSSC*‘é#§S’ #CQ@OACS éCt 557.21 —s 208, ~~ 396,612|$ _8,053.00|$ 44,386.21 
| 67H |ANTENNAREPAIRSHOP | S| 13,904.4| 1854] S$ 1,028,412 | $ 71,906.04 
| 67K |TESTEQUIPMENTREPAR ss ——idTSC it ttztas | taal ~~ 363,980|$ 57,995.33 
| 67L_|ADP REPAIR (84C) (67x) (677) —Ssss—ssd| S| —13,397.7| —tzesl ss ~— 405,238|$ 69,285.66 
| 67M |MICROMINIATUREREPAIR(84D)  —=ss'|—S—si| 3,444.2] aol $ 399,100] $ _ 17,811.54 
fe7w |SLOZ2REPAR ss —“~*t*s—s~sSC*~“‘(Sstl:« apn. | ttl ~~ 631,598|$ 43,906.72 
$ 59,211.14 
[718 |CORROSIONCONTROL.—— ——i~d~SC*~—Ctsit|s 29,0K.3 | ~—39211 $ 1,149,993] $ 152,063.14|$ 838,136.03 | 
| 72a |OUTSIDERIGGNG—s—<s —(—s™s—s—s—s—s—sYSCSsSsitt rte. 2029 994.211 $ 647,436.66 
| 72¢ |INSIDERIGGNG —— ——“*s*~*sésdYSC*~*~i‘“‘CSé@zditCSCOC7p07.6| ~—s.961|$ ——-44,790|$ _37,273.811$ 205,444.42 | 
| 72D [WEIGHTTESTINGSHOP.—“‘ié‘LSSC*‘“‘(#séGd|«=S74e2.0[ p51 ~—S=— 16,5461 $  38,589.43|$ 212,695.80 | 
| 74A {SAILLOFT/UPHOLSTERY(74z) sss] S13] 25,034.2| 3338/$  —642,226|$ 129,463.35|$ 713,571.32, 
[81a |FOUNDRYSHOP——“=‘ts*~*s~sYSC*C*C‘éiGCOLSC§GtG 472.7 | _—stgel § Ss 43:1,385|$ 85,187,901 $ 469,595.53 
[92a [SOUNDANALYSS ss ——“‘;é‘“ésrSC*C“‘(;SéC 5 317.3( ——s21$ ~~ 305,384/$ 26,463.911$ 145,862.80 | 
| 95B [TESWSPECTROLAB—— —“—=;*~*sYSC*‘“‘(SSA|:«SCt0.9[ pts =~ 83,602] $  31,602.27|$ 174,184.23 | 
lo6a {[mpcsiaB——“‘“CSOC(C*dL:SCC*Céd Sis 44.278.4| —t9041$ 60,6041 $ 73,840.17|$ 406,989.51 | 
| 968 |OUTSIDECAUBRATION —— “$= sid ots72.0]  —ae7vels 967,978 |$ 111,558.721$ 614,885.26 | 
ff TOTAL _—_sttoze| 913,656.8] 121821] $ 50,809,225.00 | $ 4,724,944.17 | $ 26,042,773.50 | 


Table 33. Manday Rates Calculated with Shop Support Allocated 
Directly to Shop 
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EQUIPMENT FIRE PERSONNEL ia 
DEPRECIATION SUB-TOTAL MANDAY RATE PROTECTION SUPPORT TOTAL 


0.608] $ 1.056/$ _0.261/$ _t.408] 
30,782.75 693.21 
15,683.00 667.67|$ 27,239|$  6,726|$ 36,323] $ 2,367,055. 
6,204.051$ 923.764 678.83 
3,222.93 367.32 $274,416 
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1,655.171$ 225.331 620.65 $ 710|/$ 3,833 
25,579.14 686.17 
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22,582.03{$ 3.152,977/$ 636.55] $ 39,221|$ 9,685|$ 52,3021$ 3.254.185 | 
3,388.271$ 773,716|$ 1,041.06|s 5.885|$ 1,4531$ 7.84718 788,902 | 
25,874.50] $ 4.308.313 $ 11,097 
13,746.571$ 1,463,414 $ 5,896|$  31,8381$ 1.525.023 | 
26,344.871$ 2.400.856 $ _11,299!1$ 61,017 
4,527.121$ 697,206 $10,485 
4,195.89/$ 508,273/$  552.26|s 7,288|$ 1,800|/$ 9.71818 527.078 
[S$ 77903) 5 .. s fs. 2 |e. - Vs. - Vs 77-800 
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$  _5§,321.661$ 974618 $ 9,243 1 $ 2,282|$ 12,3251$ 998,468 
$_1,016,162|$ 521.63|$ 15,425 | $ 3,809 
$10,610 
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$ 735,500 $ 2,971 
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$1,655,256 § 2,885 
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$ 9,090 $2,941,977 
$ 670,565 R 2,063 
$ 293,484 $ 1,584 
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[$—257.43/1$ 534.879|$ 9.472.471$  4471$ 140 
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[$ _4,381.29/$  681,890|$ 709551$ 7.6101 1,879|$  10,147|$ 701,525 | 
$  _4,535.931$ 572.367 1,945 
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713.65 
# 688.10 
699.26 
387.75 
774.29 
641.09 
706.60 
656.98 
1,061.49 
779.55 
505.77 
435.91 
722.55 
572.70 


55,182.82 
479.22 
682.77 
734.98 
855.38 
542.06 
679.52 

1,296.76 
1,187.51 
877.05 
1,079.11 
504.54 
1,096.95 
1,142.44 
597.61 
632.86 
655.94 
382.82 
858.78 
514.93 
9,492.90 
626.19 
2,187.77 
832.28 
520.98 
504.41 
1,146.63 
835.49 
673.01 
570.88 
605.84 
729.99 
595.71 
469.96 
473.97 
725.13 
380.16 
598.29 
614.10 
694.64 








LIST OF REFERENCES 


Department of Defense Financial Management Regulation 7000.14-R, Volume 2B, 
Defense Business Operations Fund Business Area Analysis. 


Department of Defense Financial Management Regulation 7000.14-R, Volume 11B, 
Reimbursable Operations, Policy and Procedures = Defense Business Operations 
Fund. 


SECNAV Memo to CNO 13 OCT 95. 


Telephone interviews between Mr. Glenn Eberling, Naval Audit Service West, and 
LT David W. Gunderson on 23 JAN and 22 FEB 1996. 


101 


102 

















BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Department of Defense Financial Management Regulation 7000.14-R, Volume 2B, 
Defense Business Operations Fund Business Area Analysis. 


Department of Defense Financial Management Regulation 7000.14-R, Volume 11B, 


Reimbursable Operations, Policy and Procedures -- Defense Business 
Operations Fund. | 


Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity San Diego Repair Department, Instruction 


4790.6, SIMA San Diego Repair Department Maintenance Resource Manage- 
ment System (MRMS) Standard Operating Procedure. 


Telephone interviews between Mr. Robert Donnely, Director of Financial 
Management Division NAVSEA 07221, and LT David W. Gunderson on 23 
FEB, 04 and 22 MAR, and 11 APR 1996. 


Telephone interviews between Mr. Glenn Eberling, Naval Audit Service West, and 
LT David W. Gunderson on 23 JAN and 22 FEB 1996. 


Personal interviews between Mr. John Giltner, Comptroller, Shore Intermediate 


Maintenance Activity San Diego, and LT David W. Gunderson on 13 and 14 
MAR 1996. | 


SECNAV Memo to CNO 13 OCT 95. 


Telephone interview between Ms. Gloria Jackson, Budget Analyst, Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard, and LT David W. Gunderson on 28 MAR 1996. 


Telephone interviews with Ms. Maurine Ransom, Analysis, Records, Reports (ARRS) 


Officer, Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity San Diego, and LT David 
W. Gunderson on 21 FEB and 04 and 12 APR 1996. 


103 





104 











INITIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST 


Defense Technical Information Center ....................-2252.., 
8725 John J. Kingman Road, Suite 0944 
Fort Belvoir, VA 22060-6218 


Dudley Knox Library ........ 0.0.0... cc ccc cee cece cence ences 
Naval Postgraduate School 

411 Dyer Road 

Monterey, CA 93943-5101] 


Prof. James M. Fremgen (Code SM/Fm) 
Naval Postgraduate School 
Monterey, CA 94943-5103 


ee @¢ 8s #8 eo 8 #8 @ # © @ © © @ 8 © @ @ © 2» 2 @ @ & 


Commander Louis Kalmar (SM/K]) ..........0... 0.0.0.0 cece ee eee 
Naval Postgraduate School 
Monterey, CA 93943-5103 


John E. Mutty (SM/Mu) ............ 0... cece eee ences 
Naval Postgraduate School 
Monterey, CA 93943-5103 


OPIN ING iri, gages Bag ado yiat ede gates Se Oe atau tus Jee 
ATIN: J. Stanley 

2000 Navy, Pentagon 

Washington, DC 20350-2000 


Department of the Navy ...... 0... 0.0... ccc cece cece eee een e eens 
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 

Deputy Director Operations Division FMB-1B 

2000 Navy, Pentagon 

Washington, DC 20350-2000 


105 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 





Departiient OL ine Navy é4cn5 ase caddies seiaeee brody sateebeeees 
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 

ATIN: D. Therning FMB-4 

2000 Navy, Pentagon 

Washington, DC 20350-2000 


Department of the Navy ....... 0... ccc cece ete 
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 

ATTN: R. Kravinsky FMB-122 

2000 Navy, Pentagon 

Washington, DC 20350-2000 


Commander, Naval Surface Forces Pacific ................00 0c eee 
ATTN: R. Husbands N4351 

2841 Rendova Road 

San Diego, CA 92155-5490 


Comimandin’ Oiicel 1.5.3 ¢.3.<.aa ood, aned cag kan eee phe aa 
Southwest Regional Maintenance Center 

Suite 4 

3755 Brinser Street 

San Diego, CA 92136-5205 


Comimandin’ OUICEr gcndag ed Seats die aoe hae da eae ae Redes 
Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity . 

3755 Brinser Street 

San Diego, CA 92136-5299 


COMP MONG! 228 :02 ced on eee wah yea nese ete wees aceon esas 
Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity 

3755 Brinser Street 

San Diego, CA 92136-5299 


LT David W. Gunderson .............. 0. cc cece cee cece cee eenees 


Route 5, Box 5380G 
Hayward, WI 54843 


106 





